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FOREWORD 


This book has been written principally because there is so 
very little else in published print on the topics with which 
it deals. It is a straightforward attempt to estimate the 
importance of disarmament in national and international 
policy at the present day, and to face the difficulties, both 
technical and political, which will certainly arise in the^prac- 
tical discussions of the subject now shortly to begin in thei 
Preparatory Disarmament Committee of the League of Nati6ns. 

From the first page to the last no difficulty has been 
consciously avoided Indeed, any shirking of difficulties would 
have defeated the mam purpose for which the work* was 
undertaken That purpose was to explore, as thoroughly 
as might be in a book intended not so much for the expert 
as for the general reader, the obscure problems involved in the 
/reparation of an international agreement for the mutual and 
/general reduction and limitation of national armaments, to 
show the complexity of these problems to those who think 
them simple; and to suggest solutions to those who think 
them insoluble Incidentally, many concrete proposals for a 
scheme of practical disarmament have been made. The 
author may express his hope that they will not all be value- 
less. But if they should all prove to be impracticable, he 
would still feel that his work had not been wasted, if they 
served to stimulate discussion of questions which are now 
becoming, and which must long remain, matters of first-rate 
importance in current politics. 

It may be that some of the discussion will seem unreal 
to those who have not given much attention to the subject. 
It is, in fact, founded on' the author’s personal experience of 
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debates among soldiers, sailors, and other experts who have 
had to consider at Paris, Geneva, and elsewhere, the practical 
realization of a disarmament policy. One example of its 
"reality” may, perhaps, be given, by way of anticipatory 
self-defence. Much of the argument about the ratio in 
Chapter XIII must appear at first sight artificial, but a study 
of the proceedings of the Washington Conference, and par- 
ticularly of the Report of its Aircraft Committee, which is 
quoted on pp 268-9, will show that the points dealt with are 
points of substantial importance, which Government experts 
engaged in practical negotiations are obliged to take into 
account. 

It is hoped that the detailed Table of Contents will serve 
as an adequate index. 

The author must express his gratitude for the help and 
encouragement which has been given to him by his wife. 


March 31, 1926. 


P. J N B 
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CHAPTER I 

A PRACTICAL POLICY OF DISARMAMENT 

On September 25, 1925, the Sixth Assembly of the League of 
Nations adopted the following resolution: 

“ The Assembly . . in conformity with the spirit of 
Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the Council to make a 
preparatory study with a view to a Conference on the Re- 
duction and Limitation of Armaments, in order that*" as 
soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the 
point of view of general secunty . . ., the said Conference 
may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of 

armaments may be realized.” 

>» 

Just three weeks later, the Conference of Locarno, summoned 
to consider how “ satisfactory conditions from the point of view 
of general security ” could be assured, brought its historic 
I labours to an end. In its Final Protocol, over the signatures 
^f Luther, Stresemann, fiindle Vandervelde, Aristide Briand, 
iAusten Chamberlain, Benito Mussolim, Al. Skrz5mski. Edouard 
“Benes, the Governments of the Great Powers of Europe made 
the following declaration: 

"The representatives of the Governments represented 
here declare their firm conviction that the entry into force 
of these treaties and conventions wiU contribute greatly to 
bring about a moral relaxation of the tension between 
nations, that it wiH help powerfully towards the solution of 
many pohtical or economic problems in accordance with the 
interests and sentiments of peoples, and that, in strengthen- 
ing p^^ ^d security in Europe, it wiU hasten on effectively 
the ^mmament provided for in Article 8 of the Covenant 
ef the^League of Nations. 

I 
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" They undertake to give their sincere co-operation to the 
work relating to disarmament already undertaken by the 
League of Nations and to seek the realization thereof in a 
general agreement.” , 


A few days after his return from Locarno, Mr. Chamberlain, 
speaking in London as Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
used th^e words. 

y ■ 

“The agreements (of Locarno) do not make war im- 
possible — ^no human undertaking or human force can do 
that — but they render war infinitely less probable than it 
would otherwise have been. I feel, therefore, that Locarno 
has made a real contribution to the peace of the world. 
And the British Government, like the other Governments 
there represented, mean to give their full force to these agree- 
ments, and to draw the natural consequences from them. In 
\removing suspicion and fear, and giving a sense of security, 
*lwe make disarmament possible, and disarmament ought to 
^follow.”! 


It is often said m Geneva that when Great Britain and France 
are agreed, the League of Nations is agreed. That exaggerates, 
no doubt, the influence of the two leaders of the League. But 
when Great Britain and France, Italy and Germany, are all 
p^ged to a policy which the Smaller members of the League 
have for y^s been vigorously demanding, it is reasonably safe 
to say that results will follow. The policy of disarmament 
through the League, on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant, 
is at last a question of practical politics; and it is a question 
on which the British Government is to take the lead. 

* But what does the British Government mean when it speaks 
of Disarmament ’’ ? It does not, we may be sure, use the 
word in its literal sense; it does not mean the disbanding of 
the whole nor even of the greater part of the armed forces of 
the world. It means, rather, the reduction, the modest but, 
we may hope, not negligible reduction, of those forces, and 
their liin^ation by a general international treaty to new scales 
voluntarily accepted by the various nations who take part. It 
means, in other words, a definite start m the slow and arduous 
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journey back along the road which Europe and the world have 
travelled — ceaselessly and ever faster — since i860. It means a 
beginning of the demilitarization of human society, a reversal 
of the insidious hnd devastating perversion of life and riches 
to inihtary ends which the last two generations of European 
statesmen thrust upon the peoples of the world. The vast 
majority of men, so fast does human mentality adapt itself to 
what it finds around it, regard the burden of their present 
armaments as part of the divme ordering of things, a legacy 
from the remote and distant past, a normal condition of the. 
civilized state. They do not realize that twentieth-century^ 
armaments have by far surpassed anything of the kmd ml 
history; that; Europe ta-day is militarized as no other civilized^ 
society has ever been. Lord Grey has told the story of the, 
Japanese in England, who, finding himself and his nation to be 
objects of admiration, reflected thus upon the course of events; 
“ Yes,” he said, " we used to be a nation of artists; our art was 
really very good; you called us barbarians then. Now our 
art is not so good as it was, but we have learnt how to kill, and, 
you caU us civilized.”^ That story still strikes the averag^ 
European with a shock of surprise; but no one who looks im- 
partially at the history of the last sixty years can see why it 
should do so. 

' ' On the eve of the world war in 1914 the war strength of the 
armies of the six Great Powers of Europe numbered, in first and 
second line troops alone, more than eighteen million men; 
their full mobilized strength in all services was ' thirty-seven i 
million, eight hundred thousand.^ There is no need for more 
elaborate figures to prove the point ; in such a society military 
power was not only the foundation of national and international 
policy, it became insensibly but, let the reader frankly ask him- 
self if it was not so, quite certainly, the critenon of spiritual 
and moral values too. It is this great process of the militariza- 
tion of national and international life that we are now, through 
the machinery of the League of Nations, not only to arrest, but 
gradually and cautiously to undo. What can we hope to 

i Twenty-five Years, by Viscount Grey of Fallodon, vol. i , p 57. 

® Cf. official statistics collected and discussed in Eneyclopadia 
Bniannica under heading “ Army,” 
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accomplish ? What rate of progress can we look for ? What 
do we mean by caution ? 

Much will be said in later chapters about the early stages of 
disarmament, and the kind and measure of reduction in military 
preparation which can be at first expected. The purpose now 
is to make a guess at what the present generation may achieve, 
not, of course, at once, but by successive and unremitting 
efforts; to make a guess at what the men who fought the war 
to end war can hope to see before they die. It may sometimes 
help in searching out the path to try beforehand to visualize 
the goal. 

What can be taken as the starting point for such a guess ? 
Surely we can at least hope that the process of imdoing will be 
quicker than the process of growth, that we can unbuild arma- 
ments faster than our fathers bmlt them. Let us see then 
first how old a thmg is the militarism with which we have to 
deal. 

Again it comes with a shock of surprise to the average Euro- 
pean to find just how new it really is. Nations are accustomed 
to cast back long centuries for the beginnings of their military 
traditions and for their national glory in the prowess of their 
arms. They forget that their present fleets and armies date 
from yesterday. 

. ,It is only from about 18^0 onwards that the Governments 
•began to build up their modem forces, and to give their fleet^ 
and armies their pres^ent scale and form. Until then the 
strehgth which they maintained in time of peace was little 
more than could be fairly held to be required for the mainte- 
nance of peace and order. But from about that time, of course: 
with sudden temporary increases when wars broke out, but by 
a continuous process, these forces consistently increased until 
they reached the figures at which they stood when war broke 
out in 1914, when it could be said without exaggeration that 
Europe was no better than an armed camp! < 

And what is most remarkable about the growth in military 
preparation which these figures show is the rapid increase in 
its rate as the’catastrophe of 1914 came near. At the end of 
the century the speed increased; in ten years from 1898 16 1908 ' 
all the Great Powers among them increased their military and 
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naval budgets by about ^xoo million — fiQ million a year. 
For the next six years, from 1908 to 1914, the six Great Powers of 
Europe alone increased their budgets by more than fioo million 
,a year. It is from i860, therefore, that modem militarism 
must be said to date, and its greatest strides were in the last 
two decades before the war broke out. 

What two generations have created, one generation should 
surely be able to undo It cannot be beyond our power to go 
back to the standards and the conceptions of sixty years ago. 
Indeed, it should be a relatively simple process, for it only needs 
the joint wiU and action of a few great Governments to lead the 
way. If the Great Powers of Europe can but be persuaded, the 
work is done. A simple comparison wiU show how Europe 
|tands in this respect. In 1919 disarmament was imposed on 
Germany by the Treaty of Versailles; her military strength was 
cut down in all respects to the lowest point which the most 
tietermined of her enemies thought it worth his while to demand 
per mihtary organization was so destroyed that all her friends, 
|he pacifists not last among them, denounced it as a shame and 
scandal that she should be left “ helpless ” and without defence, 
unable even, they often said, to keep the peace within her 
borders. Yet there is only one of the South American republics 
which has armaments proportionately as great as those which 
the European enemies of Germany in 1919 allowedher to retain.^ 
On any basis of comparison that may be desired, population, 
length of frontier, area, economic wealth — ^by eyery test the 
republics of Brazil, Chile, Argentine and all the rest have less 
armament in proportion to their size and strength than that 
which Germany is granted under this " outrageous ” system of 
the Treaty of Versailles 

The idea that the German scale of armament should be 
accepted by the rest of Europe as the basis of the general scheme 
of reduction which they are going to adopt would probably be 
scouted by the other great Governments at the present time. 
But may we not hope that when we have passed the early stages 

^In tins ^comparison the German military police are counted as part 
of (^rmany s armed forcesi Tins is justifiable because they are no doubt 
of greater ihilitary value than the regular troops of any South American 
country. 
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of this backward march to the standards of sanity, the German 
scale will then become not a European minimum but a European 
maximum; that by succ^sive agreements, as international 
confidence is increased and the structure of the League grows 
stronger, we may be able to go perhaps even well below the 
scale against which Germany to-day protests. , And if confidence 
increases as it is doing now, if the League continues its present 
growth in strength, shall we not be entitled to demand, and to 
demand with insistence, that we reach that scale, not in a dim 
and distant future, but now while our generation is still there 
to see it, and before the hving memories of the war have died 
away ? 



CHAPTER II 

THE REASONS FOR DISARBIAMENT 

It is commonly agreed that the purpose of disarmament is 
twofold; first, to reduce the economic burden laid upon the 
peoples of the world by excessive preparation for war; second, 
to prevent that competition in preparation from which war 
results. It may make for clearness in the subsequent dis- 
cussion if, as an introduction to it, and at the risk of repeating 
what is well known and even what has perhaps become mere 
platitude, a brief survey is attempted of the reasons why it is 
desirable that this twofold purpose should be fulfilled 

The Economic Burden of Armaments 

The Financial Conference which, on the summons of the 
Council of the League, met in Brussels in October, 1920, was 
an expert body of great competence; in its resolutions it 
made a statement which may well serve as the starting point 
for any fresh discussion of the economic cost which warlike 
preparations to-day involve. In the course of this statement 
it reviewed the amount of wealth which the different Govern- 
ments were devoting to their military and naval budgets; it 
struck an average between those which — ^like Great Britain, 
Japan, France, Italy, and others — ^were spending a great pro- 
portion of their total budgets^ in this way,^ and others which 
were spending relatively less;; it declared that on the average 
‘ some 20 per cent of the national expenditure is still being 
ievoted to the maintenance of armaments and to preparation'' 
for war ”; and it ended by calhng upon the Council of the 

* Accarding to calculations made by Sir Josiah Stamp {Currmt 
9roblem?in F^nance and Government, pp. 96-7), Great Britam, France, 
ind U S.A. were, before 1914, spending between 34 and 38 per cent of 
heir national budgets for nnlitary purposes, Italy, Japan, and Sweden, 
letween 25 and 30 per cent, Belgium and Spain, between 15 and 20 per 
ient, etc ; and be bolds tbat the proportion bas increased, in many 
)ost-war budgets. 
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League to confer at once with the Governments '' with a view 
to securing a general reduction of the crushng burden, wh%ch on 
their existing scale armaments still impose upon the impoverished 
peoples of the world, sapping their resources and' imperilling their 
recovery from the ravages of the war'^ 

Armament expenditure has been reduced a little since the 
Brussels Conference met, but no one who compares the situa- 
tion with what it was when the Conference made this declara- 
tion will deny that it still constitutes '' a crushing burden on 
the impoverished peoples of the world 
How can we estimate what the weight of this burden is, 
what it means m terms of the general welfare of the nations ? 
We have happily the guidance of two distinguished economists, 
Professor Pigou and Sir J. Stamp, who since 1920 have published 
brief studies on the real economic cost of armaments.^ 

They both devote most of their attention, as the Brussels 
Conference did, to the cost of peace-time preparation, not 
to the cost of actual war itself It may be convenient, there- 
fore, to discuss first the cost of armaments in peace, 

I. Both Professor Pigou and Sir Josiah Stamp begin, of 
course, by pointing out that the Brussels calculations did not 
mean that 20 per cent of the total economic income of the 
nations was being spent on military preparation; ‘'national 


^ The f611ovvitig figures show the cost of mihtary forces of various 
nations in 1 913-14 and in 1924-25 ; they show that the burden, even allow- 
ing for the rise prices, has been very httle lightened, if indeed at all. 


\£ Sterling ) 


Great Bntam 
France 
HS A . . 
Japan 


1913-1914. 

68.941.000 

61.812.000 
I9>35B,ooo 


1924-1925 


1924-1925 
{Reduced to Pre^ 
War Price Level ) 
79>500,ooo 


123.182.000 
(estimates) 

, 57;775»<^oo 47,200,000 

(approximately) 

121.100.000 78,100,000 
(revised estimates) 

^4,900,000 2 1 , 7 c / 5 ;ooo 

^ (estimates) 

These are figures given and calculations made m the League of ISTations 
Armaments Year Booh, 1925-1926. 

^ A4C. figou, The Pohtical Economy of War, chap, ii. ; Sir J. Stamp, 
Current Probleme in Finance and Government, chap, iv^ 
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expenditure ” is used to mean the expenditure of the Governments 
as provided in their annual budgets. The real economic cost 
to a nation of its armaments lies in " the withdrawal from 
ordinary productive industry of a large number of men above 
the average level of physique, of much intelhgence, of organizing 
and inventive power, and of many ingenious machines."^ This 
cost is represented in terms of money, according to Professor 
Pigou, roughly by the total budgets of the Government depart- 
ments charged with the national defence; Sir J, Stamp holds 
that to the budget figures there must be added another 25 per 
cent, to allow for other elements of waste involved in the devotion 
of wealth and industry to military ends. This cost bears to 
the total real resources of a nation approximately the same pro- 
portion as the total budgets of the defence departments (or 
these budgets plus 25 per cent) bear to the nation’s aggregate 
money income, or as economists usually call it, its “ national 
dividend ” Working on the basis of 1913 figures, Professor 
Pigou estimates that the cost of the army and navy to the 
' British people was in that year somewhere between 3 and 4 per 
cent of their “national dividend,’’^ that is to say, “the equiva- 
lent of about a fortnight’s work of the brain workers, hand 
workers, and mechanical equipment of the country every year.” 

Professor Pigou goes on to say that this figure would be a 
much higher one for continental countries where conscripted 
^soldiers are paid a., very much lower wage than they would 
|receive in industry, and where therefore the defence budgets 
do not represent the whole cost of the withdrawal of these 
soldiers from productive work. And Sir J. Stamp, taking 
post-war figures and allowing for this and for other factors which 
he thinks must be taken into account, estimates that the cost of 
armaments to-day, taking an average of the nations with big 
fleets and armies, is not 3 to 4 per cent, but more nearly 8 per 
cent, of the national dividend, or the equivalent of at least a 
month’s work every year of all the producers and plant of 
' those nations. * ^ 

Whether the proper figure be 4 or 8 per cent, it may seem 

^ Rgou^ loc. oit, p 4 

^ The national dividend of the British Isles was in 1913 estimated at 
roughly ;f2,ooo million to ;£2,400 million 
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relatively small to anyone who does not look at it more closely. 
But Professor Pigou goes on to explain that in every country 
the national dividend gives very little margin over and above 
the bare subsistence l^vel of the nation. He qdotes Dr. Bowley 
as saying that '* the wealth of the country (Great Bntain) was 
insufficient before the war for a high general standard: there is 
nothing as yet to show that it will be greater in the future.”-^ 
After the absolutely indispensable needs of individual existence 
have been provided — apart altogether from the need for building 
up new capital — ^there is very little " surplus income ” for the 
comforts and amenities of life. Of this meagre “ surplus 
income” military budgets absorb, of course, a far greater 
proportion than they do of the total dividend. Professor Pigou 
indicates that in Great Britain they must reduce the surplus 
income by at least 15 per cent ; in continental countries, where 
the real cost of armaments is greater and the average income 
per head much less, the percentage must, he says, be " certainly 
much bigger and in the light of Sir J. Stamp's calculations a 
guess of anywhere from 30 to 50 per cent would probably be safe. 

But even when we have arrived at such a figure, it does not 
give the average man any exact idea of the sacrifice in material 
well-being which military budgets now involve. Again Sir 
J. Stamp comes to our assistance, and on such a concfette— 
prpblem of practical economic science there is no one better 
qualified to speak. 

Allowing for both the direct and indirect effects of armament- 
taxation, he says that " one could . . . state, without much fear ' 
of serious error, that the standard of life throughout great in- 
dustrial powers would be lifted by over iq per cent by the 
cancellation of the expenditure on armaments Such an 
ipqrease would have a much greater influence upon the com- 
forts osf life and on the economic well-being of the people, than 
the mere figure itself might convey. At the stage at which we 
stand, U is for the of the feoples of these nations the difference 

between grinding p^uryt^d'a reasonable standard of comfort.”^ 

, 2v Bift^^this 8 perl^t^the national dividend, this difference 
beliveen Reasonable <x^afbrt and grinding penury, is only the 
dire'ift economic loss in time of peace represented roughly by 
r Theffi^ision qfihe Product of Industry, p, 58. * Loo. cit., p. 97. 
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the normal money cost of the departments of national defence. 
To that there must be added various other factors, which do 
not figure in the budget, of which there can be no measurement 
in terms of cash'* but which indirectly increase the economic 
burden which armaments impose. 

. First, for example, there is the organization on uneconomic 
ijines of the transport systems of the world. The navigation 
laws in England, which had the military purpose of training in 
peace-time seamen who could be used in war; the diversion of 
railways from their proper economic routes in order that they 
may be made to serve strategic ends; such economic follies as 
the broad-gauge Imes in Russia or the forbiddmg of the Channel 
Tunnel between France and England — ^these are policies due to 
the fear of war, which “ create a strong presumption ” that the 
countries which adopt them “ will be somewhat less well off than 
they would have been if the claims of defence had been silent.”^ 

3. In the same order of indirect economic cost must be 

counted the loss which results from policies for promoting the 
uneconomic production of food, or for diverting the normal 
channel of industrial development. Iron and steel industries, 
the engineenng industry, some chemical industries, iron-mming 
and coal-mining, are all of exceptional importance in the con- 
duct of modem war; so are big shipyards and aircraft factones. 
A country which is without industries, or which, hke many 
European states, possesses industries but cannot produce its own 
supplies of food, may find itself in a position of difficulty or 
danger when it is engaged in war. For reasons Such as these 
many Governments give artificial encouragement to various 
industries which otherwise would not flourish on their soil. 
They regard the cost of such encouragement as an insurance 
against a greater loss, but, says Professor Pigou, “ if the policy 
is carried far enough to be effective, the costs are likely to be htgh 
and the real sacrifice involved large ’ There can be little doubt 

•ftiat in fact the loss so caused, particularly in post-war Europe- ' 
taken as a whole, is very large. " 

4. [a similar kind of economic loss is caused, again especially 
in Europe, by the elaborate frontier barriei;s of every kind"' 
which states create against their neighbours. I This loss is not 

- 1 Pigoa, ibid., p 10. * Ibid., p. 13. 
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merely that which results directly from restrictive customs 
tariffs; it results from the whole complex system of customs, 
restrictions on the import and transit of goods, restrictions on 
individual travel, restrictions on intemationarlrains, disabilities 
of foreigners established abroad, and so on, a great part — 
though, of course, not all — of which is due to military reasons of 
various kinds Agam it is impossible to estimate in terms of 
cash the economic loss which the frontier system of modem 
Europe thus involves; but Sir Josiah Stamp assures us that its 
freedom from this system is one of the important causes of the 
superior economic development of the United States, and of 
the high standard of living which has been there set up.^ 

5- Sir Josiah Stamp also calls attention to another kind of 
loss which results from the inflation of military budgets. It is 
that of the peculiarly deleterious effect of the heavy national 
-taxation which modem military expenditure has caused The 
continuance year after year of such heavy taxation for wholly 
unproductive ends has a repressive influence on the general 
economic activity of a nation, which is not only persistent 
but actually cifmulatw ia its effect, so that in fact it causes a 
greater actual loss than the money total of the taxation 
represents. Not only so, but a high level of taxation for unpro- 
^ ductive military ends inevitably reduces national expenditure 
on productive social reform of every kind. It thus diverts the 
national wealth from uses in which the returns in welfare, and 
often over a period of time the returns in actual economic 
prosperity, are particularly great.® 

6. Such are some of the elements in the direct and indirect 
economic cost of armaments in time of peace. To thein must 
be added— at the present time it is, of course, particularly 
.impfiftant — ^the vast additional cost of armaments in time of 

WaiS -■ 

. Apart from moral sacrifice and spiritual degradation, the 
whole lifthof the present generation of European nations Im^ 
been chahged and warped by the burden which the world war 

^ ‘ One of the most important historical reasons for the rapid economic 
development of the Amencan continent is that it has been able to 
develop its resources as a unified whole instead of being spht up into 
a large niftnber of separate mihtary areas ” {3tamp, loc. at:, p. 87). 

* Eoc, ciL, p. 86. 
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has imposed upon them. Any measurement of its cost in terms 
of gold must be in great part guess-work. An American 
economist, Professor Bogart, has essayed an estimate, including 
in his calculations not only the material capital that was 
expended and destroyed, and the cost of the war effort of those 
who took part in it in various ways, but also an average allow- 
ance for the productive work which the killed, both civilians 
and soldiers, would have done in the remainder of their Mves, 
had no war occurred. The result is a net total cost for all the 
'belhgerents and neutrals put together of £yo,ooo million — ^the 
equivalent of twenty full years’ work of all the brain workers, 
hand workers, and mechanical equipment of the British Isles.^ 
7 That figure, for what it is worth, represents the direct 
economic cost of the last world war. To that there must be 
added various elements of indirect loss, not allowed for in any 
way by Professor Bogart, some of which have been the cause of 
important additional burdens on the peoples of the world. 

There is, for example, the fact, pointed out by Sir Josiah 
Stamp,^ that the war caused an enormously rapid wastage of 
'some of the mineral resources of the world — steel, coal, oil—-* 
which are vijal to the prosperity of its industrial civilization, 
and of which the total known supplies are relatively very small. 
A single figure will serve to illustrate the point. Between 1915 
and 1918 the consumption of steel in Great Britain for shells 
alone rose from an average of about 2,000 tons a month to more 
than 180,000 tons a month — and of this total, of course, the 
wliole was blown away and immediately destroyed.® These 
figures concern only one of the many coimtries who fought the 
war, but they demonstrate the vast waste of vital resources 
due to the fighting methods of to-day — what Sir Josiah Stamp 
calls “ the rake's progress to physical bankruptcy by the waste 
of the irreplaceable factors of modem economic hfe " 

8. But much more important as factors of indirect economic 
loss are the various catastrophes and dislocation? of the 

^ Econoroists calculate the national dividend at present prices (1925) 
at roughly ^3,500 million. Cf. Dtrect and Indirect Costs of the Great 
World War, Iby E. L, Bogart, Professor of Economics at the University 
of lUinois. * Loc, cit , pp. 63-4, 

* Statistics given by Enoch, Problem of Armaments, p. 1x3! 
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economic system which, the war produced. Each enormous 
exodus of refugees — ^Belgian refugees, Russian refugees, Greek, 
Bulgarian, Turkish refugees, they numbered millions altogether 
— each exodus meant a violent upheaval in the'European system, 
a diminution of production, economic waste in keeping the 
refugees alive and finding them new homes and new employ- 
ment. The civil wars in Russia, following the Great War and 
followed in turn by the Russian famine,^ swept away th^ 
Russian export of grain, wiped out the Russian market for 
manufactured goods, and so lowered the whole standard of 
living throughout the Continent of Europe. The demoraliza- 
tion of the international exchanges, due to war finance, the 
problems of reparations and AUied indebtedness, the burden of 
war pensions, the reduced capacity of disabled men to work — 
these were all contributing factors in the disorganization of the 
^conomic mechanism of the world which left England for six 
years with a miUion unemployed and which for all that time 
has substantially reduced the material comfort and well- 
being of 95 per cent of the population of the Continent of 
Europe. 

/ It IS relevant to note that, great as was the scale of the last 
war, the next, if there is a " next,” will, in the opinion of almost 
fevery expert, be far more destructive still, both of life and of 
material capital and wealth. In calculating* the economic 
burden imposed by armaments in use, this fact must not be 
overlooked, 

9. There is one more element which is common to both peace 
and war, which is m part allowed for in what is said above, but 
^hich, none the less, requires another word. It is the loss due 
to the perversion of scientific and inventive genius from pro- 
ductive to unproductive ends. The modem industrial system 
is fopnded on the application of science to the production of 
wealth; its progress in prosperity depends, and must depend, 
qn improved methods of such application. It is so organized 
that a single new invention may mean extra comfort to half 
the population of the world. But inventive genius is not a 
cqmmodity to be ordered on the pubhc market. It is a fortuitous 

‘ Forty million people were affected by the famine; it is estimated 
that four linlhon of them died of hunger. 
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and infinitely precious gift. But if those who have it spend 
then: lives in perfecting the wireless steering of marine torpedoesj, 
or a poison-gas against which no gas-mask can be naade, not 
only do they make no contribution to the economic welfare of 
mankind, they actually help to destroy the wealth upon which 
that welfare rests. We cannot calculate what loss we suffer 
in this way; we know it must be great, we believe it may be 
veiy great indeed. 

10. Was the Brussels Confeimce not right, then, to denounce 
the cost of armaments as a ciijehing burden which saps the 
resources of the peoples of the w<M| aJtd imperils their recovery 
from the ravages of war ? Is it a barrier which stands^ 
everywhere across the path of social progress ? For why do we 
prize economic welfare ? Why do we seek by every means to 
raise the standard of life among our citizens ? Is it not because 
we know that for the vast mass of the democracies a higher 
•'standard of material comfort is but the gateway to a new vista 
of moral and spintual well-being ? 

If we judge things, then, in terms of life and welfare, we may 
be very sure that in Great Britain, and even more in other 
.highly developed countries, the reduction and limitation 
larmaments is the essential preliminary'ttr^ubsiantial social 
|progress and reform. We may be no less sure that in less- 
developed countries the economic burden of modem armament 
presses stiH more hardly on the straggling forces of civilization* 
No one can doubt, for instance, that the relative freedom of 
the South American republics from large armieS and navies , 
is a most important factor in their general social, economic 
and pohtical advance — an advance which constitutes a striking 
feature of international life to-day. Still less can anyone who 
knows them doubt that for the Balkan States disarmament 
might mean the whofe difference not only between penury for 
their peoples and reasonable comfort, but between edueation 
,and illiteracy, between sound administration and corruption, 
between the steady growth of responsible self-government and 
■the debauchery of democratic institutions to violent ends— ■ 
.between, in short, their whole social and moral progress E^d 
&eir retrogression to the barbaric standards of the Turkish 
'■empire of the past. 
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That, then, and no less is the price of militarism, the economic 
cost of armament, in the Europe that to-day still lies around us 
prostrate from the ravages of v?ar. 

The Prevention of Competition in Armament 

The second purpose of disarmament is to prevent competi- 
tion in preparation for war, and it is generally agreed that this 
is even more important and more urgent than the first. It is 
important not only because competition, if it is unchecked, 
adds greatly and rapidly to the econonaic burden which has been 
above discussed, but also because in many different ways it is 
itself a cause of war. It is urgent because, once started, it is 
hard to stop, and because there is ground for fearing that to-day 
several dangerous competitions have already been begun. 

It is worth while to look more closely at the arguments for 
checking competition thus briefly summarized, and at the ways 
in which competition itself becomes a cause of war. 

I. It used often to be said that armaments are not a cause of 
policy, but a result; that nations arm because for other reasons 
ihey are in danger of attack; that when they cease to be in 
danger they will cease to arm; that armaments may, therefore, 
safely be neglected, and attention concentrated on removing 
the economic or political causes which lead nations into conflict 
or dispute.) This is really nothing but a mo4em version of an 
ancient but exploded maxim, Si vis pacem, para beUum, and if 
experience could teach us, it ought to be as much discredited 
as that. 

It is true that nations in lading up their armies and their 
fleets believe that in that way they qim make their frontiers safe 
against attack. It is true that many politicians and their 
military advisers believe that with unrestricted liberty to arm 
they 4 :ould make their countries more secure than they could 
be under any scheme of general and mutual disarmament. 
TWt conception reappeared in paper after paper sent to Geneva 
by the Governments of the world when the League of Nations 
first began its serious discussions of the subject. Thus, for 
example, a Spanish admiral, speaking for the Government of 
Madrid: “We may take it for granted that the armaments 
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(capital ships, etc ) allowed at Washington are the minimum 
compatible with the national safety of the signatory powers 
as though the signatory powers would have run a dangerous 
risk if they had agreed each to give up another battleship or two. 
i The present argument, of course, is not that armaments never 
serve the purpose with which the nations build them up ; it is 
simply that when nations begin to arm in rivalry against each 
other, that rivalry leads to ever greater preparation, first on 
one side, then upon the other ; that it leads thus to the formation 
of alliances and groups, each group suspecting always that the 
other is about to strike, fearmg always that the other is out- 
stripping it m power, and striving always by some new effort to 
redress the balance ; and that thus by a process Europe ought 
to know too well their rivalry leads them to the catastrophe 
of war itself, and thus destroys by their very preparation for 
defence against attack the security which each of them set out 
to seek./ 

This argument needs no elaborate histoncal defence, for we 
have the evidence and the verdict of the best qualified histonan 
we could desire. Lord Grey, discussing the events that led to 
war in 1914, has written thus 

" The moral is obvious ; it is that great armaments lead 
inevitably to war. If there are armaments on one side, there 
must be armaments on other sides. While one nation arms, 
other nations cannot tempt it to aggression by remaining 
defenceless. Armaments must have equipment; armies cannot 
be of use without strategic railways. Each measure taken by 
one nation is noted, and leads to counter-measures by others. 

“ The increase of armaments that is intended in each nation 
to produce consciousness of strength, and a sense of security, 
does not produce these effects. On the contrary, it produces 
a consciousness of the strength of other nations and a sense of 
fear. Fear begets suspicion and distrust and evil imaginings 
of all sorts, till each Government feels it would be criminal andtt 
a betrayal of its own country not to take every precaution, 
while every Government regards every precaution of every other 

L N Document C 477, 1922, ix , pp. 4-5. 

“ Lord Grey of Fallodon, Twenty-five Years, vol i , pp, 91-2. 
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Government -as evidence of hostile intent. ...” (Here follows 
an account of the diplomatic negotiations between Lord Grey 
and the Germans for the prevention of war ip 1914.) 

" But, although all this be true, it is not in my opinion the 
,r^l and final accotmt of the origin of the Great War. The 
/normous growth of armaments in Europe, the sense of in- 
security and fear caused iy them — it was these that made war 
inevitaile. This, it seems to me, is the truest reading of history, 
and the lesson that the present should be learning from the past 
in the interests of future peace, the warning to be handed on to 
those who come after us ” 

There are few Englishmen who will dispute Lord Grey’s 
contention, or who will doubt hereafter that competition in 
military preparation, by creating its own international crises, 
directly leads to war, and thus destroys the security at which it 
aims. And this is not a danger of the past alone. If Germany 
ever arms again — as, if there is no general disarmament, she 
surely will — ^another Franco-German armament crisis of this 
sort is certain to occur. 

2. The passage quoted from Lord Grey gives perhaps a con- 
clusive, but not a complete, account of the ways in which 
armament competition becomes a cause of war. 

^Competition leads to great and ever greater fleets and armies. 
'But great fleets and armies are themselves in various ways a 
danger to the peace. They create a standing temptation to 
the Goveminents and the staffs which build them up to put 
them into use whenever a favourable opportunity may occur. 
That is a temptation natural enough to soldiers who have spejit 
their lives in planning and preparing for a war ; but it is a tempta- 
tion which, as history shows, appeals only less strongly to those 
whom the military staffs advise And it is a temptation which 
comes no longer in the crude form of the desire of professional 
soldiers for active service, and for all that active service may 
mean in promotions and rewards, but m the form of a difficult 
and an insidious choice: since they have no security ag^st 
attack, since, as they daily calculate, they may sometim^ave 
to fight, should it not be at a moment when they are strong, 
when they can count perhaps on rapid and decisive victory ? 
How can they know that in a few years' time their rivals niay ^ 
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not have outstripped them in the race ? They cannot know, 
and so they strike. 

3. And the temptation of great armaments acts also in 
another way. Tliere are many naval and military operations 
which can be carried out by a great fleet or army, but which 
might be made quite impossible if only smaller forces were at 
command. This result might follow from reduction, even if the 
enemy against whom operations were to be directed had been 
proportionately disarmed as well. For the number of divisions 
needed for a given military task does not depend only on the 
strength of the army opposition which they have to meet; it 
depends also or? other invariable factors, such as the nature of 
the country in which the operation is required, the distances to 
be controlled, and so on. EQstory gives many an example of 
an army dispersed too thinly over conquered country which 
has been beaten by an unorganized but national civilian 
defence. There are many modem cases in which general 
‘reduction might render impossible sudden overwhelming 
aggressions to which otherwise statesmen might be tempted 
by great military power. To take an example which we may 
hope is becoming every year less credible, the lightning conquest 
of Germany by France might be quite possible if she could 
mobilize the forces which she has to-day, but quite impossible 
if those forces were considerably reduced. 

In this way again, therefore, a reduction of the present great 
competitive armaments of the world might remove temptations 
to military enterprise which still to-day exist. 

4.. Next, great armaments necessarily mean great military 
castes, and when competition is keen and national fears have 
been aroused, the military staffs acquire, and necessarily* 
acquire, a great power to influence not only the military policy, 
but the whole international and even the internal policy of 
the state. It is inevitable that this should be so At moments 
of crisis this influence of the military staS, pressing for a decisive 
blow at a favourable moment, may become irresistible in cir- 
cumstances when the statesmen, left to themselves, might avert 
resort to war. And even in normal times their influence is 
strong. In the exercise of their proper duty of advice, they 
often propose, and indeed insist on, policies which, while they 
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may be sound if war is certain, are dangerous to the maintenance 
of peace. Anyone who knows the continental countries where 
the sense of insecurity is great, and where in consequence the 
power of the military machine is great, will ‘lie able to supply 
examples The building up of so-called “defensive” group 
alliances, corrupt international bargains in the interest of an 
ally, the creation of great black armies of colonial troops, the 
repression of racial and linguistic minorities, espionage in the 
services and ministries of fnendly states, the organization of 
the frontier barriers to which reference has above been made — 
these often, if not always, seem to those who order them pre- 
cautions essential to the national security entrusted to their 
charge. But they are none the less the things which sow 
distrust, suspicion, and unrest, which create the atmosphere 
of conflict, and which often furnish the reason or excuse for 
war itself 

5. But the supreme danger of rival competition in “ pre- 
paredness ” lies in the sense of insecurity which it creates — 
a sense of insecurity which eventually becomes a veritable 
passion of fear, in the imnds not only of Governments, but also 
of their peoples.- Whoever has travelled in the storm-centres 
of Europe knows how acute and all-pervading this fear can 
become. Tt is this that often enables them to persuade their 
democracies to accept the policies, described in the last para- 
graph, which make for war, and which, if they were free from 
menace, these democracies would unhesitatmgly reject. 

6. And this sense of fear acts both directly and indirectly, 
both by concentrating attention on preparation for war and by 
creating distrust of the motives and intentions of foreign 
Governments. The point has never been more clearly stated 
than by the British Government itself in an aide-memoire on 
the Anglo-French controversy at the Washington Conference 
about the use of submarines. The note runs as follows: “ His 
Majesty’s Government consider the first condition of a true 
-qatente is the avoidance of naval competition between the two 
countries. . . . British opimon would inevitably insist on a 
heavy programme of anti-submarine craft if the French sub- 
marine programme were to be carried out, and the two countries 
would thus be launched on a course of competitive naval 
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construction. The Bntish Governnaent cannot disguise the 
fact that any such development -ivould react very seriously 
on British sentiiqent towards France and on French sentiment 
towards Great Britain. . . . Naval competition in any form 
between Great Britain ani France would corrode _ .goodwill.”^ 
These are arguments and conclusions which carry the highest 
authorityj and which deserve to be remembered. 

7. Last, the force of all these arguments is much increased 
by the present rapid changes in the art of war. These changes 
operate m two different ways. First, the fact that armament 
fs never static renders competitive preparation an almost 
inevitable result, if a Government knows that other states are 
always making new and secret improvements in their mihtary 
equipment, it is almost irresistibly compelled to take precautions 
by makmg greater and ever greater efforts of its own. Second, 
the recent progress in the science of destruction, the improve- 
ments m every sort of weapon and above all in aircraft and; 
the use of gas, have enormously increased the potential swiftnessl 
and deadliness of an attack. In so doing, they have increased 
the general sense of insecurity, the keenness of the race in 
preparation, the incentive to the “ decisive blow ” by sudden 
and unscrupulous attack; and in due course they would no 
doubt complete the subordination of general policy to mihtary 
ends. 

Is it unfair to conclude that it is truer to-day — and that it 
has perhaps been truer for fifty years — ^to say* that policy-j^ 
follows armaments, rather than that armaments follow policy;' 
and that therefore the ending of armament competition is 
the first and overwhelmingly important objective of a dis- 
armament agreement ? It is not so much the scale of armament' 
i adopted that, in the early stages, matters; it is the stopping 
of the rivalry in preparation, and the prevention of the result^ 
to which it leads. ' 


Moreover, as vsas said above, the discussion of this aspect 
of the armament problem is far from academic, for, in spite of 
the exhaustion o* the war, several dangerous competitions have, 
1 Avie-mSmovre issued on January 4, 1922. 
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in recent years, begun. No one has forgotten the race in 
battleship construction between the United States of Amenca 
and Japan which preceded the Washington Conference in 1921, 
nor the very threatening political situatioif* which that race 
produced. Between 1917 and 1921 the Japanese expenditure 
on their navy rose from roughly £19 million per annum to 
million, and if their programme had been fulfilled it would 
have cost them in 1937 the sum of £%$ million. The cost of 
the United States Navy rose from £27! miUion in 1914 to the 
stupendous figure of £94 million in 1921, and if the Washington 
agreement had not stopped the race, it would certainly have 
risen stiU more.^ 

But the Washington agreement only stopped the race in 
certam categories of ships— those which the naval staffs then 
thought the most important. Since 1921 it has begun again in 
other categories, and threatens to assume proportions hardly 
less dangerous than the race in battleships itself. The U.S.A., 
Japan, and the British Empire are building against each other 
just as Great Britain and Germany built against each other 
before the war. In the year 1925 alone roughly 300,000 tons of 
new warshfs were launched. These included. Indeed, two big 
ne.w Bntish battleships, allowed under the Washington Con- 
vention, and accounting in displacement for 70,000 tons. But 
the rest was made up of Japanese aircraft carriers, of American, 
Japanese, British, French, and Italian submarines and cruisers. 
Since the Washington Conference took place, 154 submarines 
have been built or voted by the Parliaments of these five powers, 
and 53 big cruisers and 144 destroyers have similarly been built 
or voted: a total of 351^ ships, most of them the largest and 
most powerful in the world of their respective classes (the 
cruisers alone will cost perhaps million), built or voted 
by the powers who agreed in 1921 "to reduce the burdens of 
competition in armament.”® 

The situation is hardly less alarming in respect of aircraft. 
The French Government, disturbed by the large-scale and 

1 Cf for these and othervaluablestatistics, reproduced in a convenient 

lottu, 'rh& W ashtfigtoTi Co%f&Yence, chcip, Vn 

» Vide White Papers, Ctnd. 2349, 1925, and Cmd, 2476, 1935. 

* Preamble to the Washington Naval Convention, 
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successful development of German civil aviation, has decided 
to have the strongest military air force in the world. Great 
Britain, tmable to admit the standing menace to her industrial 
centres which French supremacy in the air may mean, has 
decided that she must have at least a one-power standard in 
both fightmg and bombing aircraft. In consequence — and it is 
a direct reply to France, a direct competition with our closest 
ahy and friend, with whom in igi8 we were fighting side by side 
in a struggle for our hves^ — ^we have made plans since 1923 
to increase our military air force to eighUm times what it then 
was, and to add to it a supplementary force of volunteers. 

May it not, then, be fairly claimed that, in spite of the exhaus- 
tion of the war, the discussion of armament competition is, 
unhappily, far from academic at the present time. 

Other Reasons for Disarmament: The Policy of 
THE League of Nations 

To these now classical arguments for the reduction and 
limitation of the armies and navies of the world, there are 
tq-day others which must be taken into account. 

' The first is the consideration whether armament competition 
is compatible with the general international policy to which the 
vast majonty of states have pledged their word. That pohcy — 
and every month that passes shows that both Governments and 
peoples are more and more in earnest in its pursuit — ^is the policy 
of the Covenant of the League But the authors of 'the Covenant 
never dreamt that the institutions of the League could work, 
that they could fulfil their supreme purpose of averting another 
cataclysm hke that of 1914, if international society was dis- 
iracted by competition in armament preparation. For that 
reason they inserted Article 8 into the Covenant, believing 
it to be a vital part of the whole system they set up. They 
believed, with Lord Grey, that reduction and limitation of 
armament would remove a frmtful cause of international 
suspicion and distrust , and they expected from it too a profound 
psychological efi|ict upon the vast masses of the democratic 

^ Cf. sundry speeches m the House of Commons by Sir S Hoaxe, 
Secretary of State for Air, Hansard, March, 1925, and at other times. 
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peoples who form the League. The reduction of mihtary 
service, economies — ^perhaps great economies — ^in taxation, 
a new sense of security in their relations with other peoples — 
these changes brought suddenly to the woii'd would, it was 
believed, place behind the new institutions of the League a vast 
body of public support. Without such support the authors 
of the Covenant never hoped that the Covenant could do its 
work. 

The incompatibility of continued disarmament competition 
with the policy of the League is mcreased, and much increased, 
by the unilateral disarmament which has been imposed on 
Germany and her late allies by the Versailles and other Treaties 
of Peace. There is good evidence for believing that in 1919 
that disarmament was welcomed by a great majority, at least, 
of the four peoples on whom it was imposed, because they 
believed it to be a jBrst step to general disarmament. But no 
one who has followed German politics can doubt that unless 
general disarmament does follow, the German people, sooner 
or later, will make a desperate attempt to regain their freedom 
to defend themselves; no one can doubt that France will 
combat that attempt, and that the League will thus be rent in 
sunder by a great internecine war. The prospect is the more 
alarming for Great Britain, and her interest in general dis- 
.armament the greater, since to both peoples — one of them the 
greatest military power in the world, the other relatively with- 
out defence— -she has given by the Locarno pact an equal and a 
binding pledge of mihtary help. A failure to secure a general 
disarmament agreement would mean, therefore, to Great 
Britain an mtolerable nsk, and to the League of Nations a 
menace to its whole policy, perhaps even to the continued 
existence of its institutions. 

TeSaty Obligation to Disaem 

This chapter may be ended, as perhaps it should have been 
begun, by a reference to the Treaty obligations of the Govern- 
ments to disarm. 

^Article 8 of the Covenant not only contains a declaration that 
the reduction of armaments is necessary for the maintenance 
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of peace; it contains also specific stipulations as to the method 
by which such reduction shall be earned out. These stipulations 
involve a binding obligation to disarm.l It is what Professor 
Westlake^ used to*caU an " imperfect ” oiiligation, in the sense 
that it requires a further supplementary agreement to brmg 
it into force ; but it is none the less for that a legal undertaking 
of a particularly important kind. 

In addition to Article 8, there is also the Preamble to Part V 
of the Treaty of Versailles, and to the corresponding parts of 
the Peace Treaties with Austna, Hungary, and Bulgaria. 
This Preamble reads as follows: " In order to render possible the 
initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of aU nations, 
Germany (Austna, etc.) undertakes strictly to observe the 
military, naval, and air clauses which follow.” When the draft 
of the Peace Treaty of Versailles was first presented to -the 
German Delegation in May, 1919, they made the following 
observation upon Part V : ” Germany is prepared to agree 
to the basic idea of the army, navy, and air regulations . . . 
provided this is a beginmng of a general reduction of arma- 
ments.” To which the Alhed Powers in their famous answer 
replied as follows : “ The Allied and Associated Powers wish 
to make it clear that their requirements in regard to German 
armaments were not made solely with the object of rendering 
it impossible to resume her pohey of military aggression« 
They are also the first steps towards that general reduction 
and limitation of armaments which they seek to^ bring about 
as one of the most fruitful preventives of war, and which it will 
be one of the first duties of the League of Nations to promote.” 
The ex-enemy people hold that this Preamble to Part V, and 
this exchange of Notes upon it, together constitute a solemn 
pledge towards themselves — a pledge in virtue of which their 
own disarmament has been effected — that a general scheme for 
the reduction and limitation of the armaments of all nations 
will be carried through. 

There is no answer to this argument, nor any question, 
therefore, that to the Governments of Europe disarmament 
is a matter not qnly of policy and interest, but of legal and 
honourable obhgation too. 

1 Cf. InUrnahonal Law, part i , ch,ap vii. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD OF PREPARATION OF THE DISARMAMENT 
TREATY 

The purpose of the present chapter is to examine the method 
of procedure laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant for the 
preparation of a disarmament agreement among the Members 
of the League. 

The Procedure prescribed by Article 8 

Article 8 provides as follows : The necessary preparatory work 
for a treaty is entrusted to the Council of the League; the 
Council, acting on the basis of the declaration referred to in 
the last chapter concerning the necessity of reduction, and 
“ taking account of the geographical situation and circumstances 
of each state, shall formulate plans for such reduction ” (Para- 
gjraph z of Article 8). 

^^en these plans have been prepared by the Council, they 
,are to be submitted “ for the consideraiion and action of the 
seyeral Governments ” (Paragraph 2) In other words, the 
Members of the League are not bound by the plans which the 
Council may at first submit. 

But after " consideration,” “ action ” is to follow. Para- 
graph4begins: “ After these plans ” (that is to say, the Council's 
plans, with or without amendment to meet the views of the 
Governments) ” shall have been adopted by the several Govern- 
ments. . , Some plan or other the Members of the League 
are under an obhgation to accept. 

And when they have adopted a plan, “ the limits of arma- 
ments therein fixed shah not be exceeded without the con- 
currence of the Council ” (Paragraph 4). 

But these limits as originally fixed are not to be eternal, for 
the plans “shall be subject to reconsideration and revision 
every ten years ” (Paragraph 3). 

26 
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What have these provisions meant when they have been 
translated into the practical details of the procedure of the 
Council ajid Assembly of the League ? 

I, In order to eiiable it to fulfil its duty to “ formulate plans,” 
the Council, acting on a recommendation made to it by the 
-^First Assembly, appointed in 1921 a special Preparatory Com- 
mittee to study the whole question of executing Article 8 and 
to draft " reports and proposals for the reduction of arma- 
ments.”^ This committee, known as the Temporary Mixed 
Commission, was composed not of Government representatives, 
but of independent persons, actmg some of them in close contact 
with their Governments, but chosen primarily for their personal 
authority or expert knowledge 

In constitutmg such a non-govemmental committee to carry 
through the early stages of the work, the Council acted in 
accordance with a well-established principle of democratic 
government,^ and followed a plan which had served it well 
a year before in the preparation of a statute for the Permanent 
Court of International Justice Again in connection with 
disarmament the plan was successful, for it enabled the Council, 
without engaging its own direct responsibihty, to lay before the 
Governments of the League proposals which were, we are 
entitled to hope, destined ultimately to lead to practical results, 
but which no Government would at the beginning have even 
ventured seriously to discuss. |/The Temporary Mixed CQim- 
mission, under the leadership ol Viscount Cecil, prepared the; 
Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, upon the principles of which 
were founded in turn the Geneva Protocol and the Locarno' 
Pacts. It thus rendered great services to the world by its 
pioneer work pn the security problem, but these services were 
nl requited by its dissolution by the Fifth Assembly, before it 
had been able to complete its task by making plans for the 
solution of the technical problem of disarmament itself. It 
was replaced in 1924 by the so-called Co-ordination Committee, 
which tindertook the drafting of these plans. This body was 
largely governmental in composition, if the Geneva Protocol 
had been carried into effect, a disarmament conference would 

^ Resolution 3 of First Assembly: of. Council Document 124, 1920. 

* Cf , e.g , Royal Commissions in Great Britain 
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have been summoned within a short delay, and it was believed 
that responsible governmental preparation was tor that reason 
required. But the Protocol was not accepted; the summoning 
of the disarmament conference is not yet; 'the Co-ordination 
Committeee did nothing of any value. For the work of prepar- 
ing the disarmament plans that are required, the Sixth Assembly 
in September, 1925, invited the Council to make an entnely 
new start, and to begin virtually at the point where the Tem- 
porary Mixed Commission had left off, and for this purpose the 
Council set up first a special Council Committee, which met 
once in December, 1925, and which was then replaced -by a new 
Preparatory Committee composed of Government representa- 
tives, with other sub-committees of independent experts to 
assist it. Thus the Council adhered to the main pnnciple of 
its pre'sfious practice, that of having prepared for it by an 
ad hoc and expert body a draft of the “ plans ” for the reduction 
of armaments which it is its task to formulate. 

2, The report of this Preparatory Committee must, of course, 
when it is ready, be made to the Council of the League, und the 
next step in the procedure is for the Council to submit this 
report and the plans which it contains to the Governments of 
the Members of the League for their “ consideration.” This it 

♦, is free- to do, either in the draft form in which the plans are 
7first proposed by the Preparatory Committee, or after it has 
|umended them and adopted them as its own. In other matters 
it has in th§ past followed both these procedures; it did the 
-former, for example, when the Temporary Mixed Commission 
laid before it their draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance; it did the 
latter with the draft Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice, freely amendmg the proposals of its Jurists’ 
Committee before it sent them on to the Members of the League. 
But it IS probable that m a matter such as disarmament, in 
which the Great Powers must play a predominating part, the 
Council will want itseh to agree upon the plans before they are 
sent oh to other Governments. 

3. feut whichever of these courses it may adopt, the plans 
at this stage will be no more than a draft, though perhaps a 
I draft to which the members of the Council — at least, in a pro- 
visional way — are individually and collectively committed. 
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But since they will be only a draft, the Council in sending them 
to the other Members of the League will invite the Governments 
of these Members, to make upon them whatever comments 
they may wish to toake.^ Each of these Governments will be 
absolutely free to offer criticisms of any kind, either upon the 
plans as a whole or upon their particular application to itself, 
or even, if it wishes, either alone or with a group of other Govern- 
ments, to make counter-propositions. It is in this way that 
the Members of the League will have their first opportunity 
for that " consideration ” of the plans which the Covenant 
assures to them. 

4 I Having received the comments of the Governments so 
consulted, the Council will consider the plans again, and will 
confirm them or amend them as it then sees fit. When it has 
agreed on them, it once more has discretion as to the action it 
win take; it may either decide definitely to adopt them as its 
own, in which case its members would be thereafter committed 
to them; or it may prefer, without engaging its own responsi- 
bility, merely to submit them to a general conference of all the 
states concerned. In any case, the stage of preliimnary “ con- 
sideration " will probably be over, and the stage of " action ” 
will begin. 

5- The procedure to be adopted for this stage of “ action ” 
win ahnost certainly consist in the summomng by the Counch ‘ 
of a general conference of all civfiized states, whether Members 
of the League or not. At this conference every state would be 
represented by its responsible ministers — Great Britain no 
doubt would send the Foreign Secretary, the First Lord of the 
Admiralty, the Secretary for War, and the Secretary for Air — 
each accompanied by whatever expert staff he might require. 
It win almost certamly be the intention of the Councfi that 
the Conference should itself prepare a defimte and binding 
agreement to disarm, which should be both drawn up and signed 
at its own meetings. This would be in accordance with the 
procedure usually followed by the League in other technical 
matters with which it has been called upon to deal. But it 
is also possible that in so difficult and important a matter as 

1 No doubt they would also be sent to Governments of Non-Members 
of the League, as such documents always are 
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disarmament the Members of the League might wish to inter- 
pose yet another preparatory stage, and that they might decide 
at the disarmament conference merely to dr^w up the scheme 
of a concrete and definite agreement, leaving the final “ adop- 
tion ” of this agreement to be done by the Assembly of the 
League. This also would be in accordance with some precedents 
and with the general principles of the working of the League, 
and it might well be that when the time came there would be 
great practical advantages in so proceeding. 

V 

The Nature of the Council's Plans 

Such being in outline the practical procedure for the pre- 
paration of a disarmament agreement which Article 8 of the 
Covenant prescnbes, the next question that arises is that of 
the nature of the “ plans ” which the Council is to lay before 
the Members of the League. What is meant by the word 
“ plans ” ? ♦ 

The terms of Article 8 itself provide no answer, but various 
resolutions adopted by the Assembly plainly do. The Assembly 
has several times suggested that the Council’s Preparatory 
Committee should be mstructed to make proposals which, “ in 
order to secure precision, should be in the form of a draft treaty 
'or other equally definite plan.”^ 

A little reflection shows it clearly to be desirable that the 
plans should be " in the form of a draft treaty,” The later 
chapters of this book will indicate some of the formidable 
technical and political difficulties which must be overcome 
before any disarmament agreement whatever can be made. 
There can be no doubt that the real nature Of these difficulties, 
and the methods by which they can be dealt with, will fully 
appear only when an attempt is made to solve them in an 
international convention. It is a common experience that 
much of the real substance of a problem first emerges when 
drafting is begun. 

Whatever else the Preparatory Committee may or may not do, 
therefore, it must draw up its proposals in the form of a draft 

^ B.g., Resolution 2 of Third Committee, Second Assembly, 1921, 
A, 158 (I), 1921, p I, 
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convention. This will have, moreover, not only the advantage 
of bringing out the points that must be dealt with, but also the 
further highly practical advantages of providing a precise basis 
for the cnticisnls and counter-propositions of the various 
Governments, and of much facilitating the arduous task of the 
Council and of the Disarmament Conference itself, when matters 
reach that stage. 

If, then, the plans are to be in the form of a draft treaty, 
what should this draft treaty contain ? 

It may be that it will have to consist of two parts: one 
dealing, in the words of Article 8, with " national safety and 
the enforcement by common action of international obligations” ; 
the other with disarmament proper. This was the theory upon 
'which the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the Geneva 
Protocol were based, for that reason, the J 'emDorarv Mixed 
Commission proposed its general " securfty^^^lan, upon which 
both these documents were founded. But' it may be that the 
security problem wiU be settled apart and in advance by pre- 
liminary and separate agreements such as the Locarno Pacts in 
that case the draft treaty which the Council will propose will 
only consist of one mam part, that relating to the reduction 
and limitation of the national armaments of the signatory 
states. 

In any case it is the reduction and limitation of armaments 
that are here to be discussed, and it is plain that when the final 
agreement on this part of tlje matter has been made, its main 
substance wiU. consist in the laying down in treaty form of 
definite scales of national armament which each signatory 
power will undertake not to exceed. Must, then, the Council 
“ plans ” contain draft schedules setting forth in concrete 
figures precise proposals for these scales ? Or should they 
only, in the words of the Second Assembly, draw up “ a model 
skeleton treaty which could be adapted to the requirements 
of the situation when the actual agreements came to be made ? 
Should they, that is to say, carry the precision of their plans to 
the point of inserting in them actual detailed propositions con- 
cerning the size and strength of the armies, navies and air forces 
which the vanous countries of the world shall respectively 
1 On the general question of security, cf. chap, v , infra, * Ibid. 
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maintain, or should they merely determine the principles and 
the form of the treaty to be made, either using for the 
purpose of their “ model skeleton ” imaginary figures or leaving, 
m place of figures, blanks which the disarmament Conference 
itself should subsequently fill in ? 

It is a large question, and one which will be of practical 
importance when the Preparatory Committee comes to grips 
With its work. The subsequent chapters of this book may 
provide material for an answer; in the meantime it may be said 
that there is no obvious a priori conclusion. The question 
requires double consideration, in connection first with the 
function of the Preparatory Committee, and second with that 
of the Council itself. Clearly the Preparatory Committee 
could perform a useful work by making such a “ model skeleton 
treaty " as the Second Assembly proposed, without embarking 
on the difficult and perhaps dangerous pohtical task of proposing 
actual scales of armament for different states. It would prob- 
ably in any case do well to start by doing this, finding solutions 
in principle for the technical problems that will arise, and reserv- 
ing for a secondary stage their concrete application. It is 
obvious from the records of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
that its leading members intended to proceed in this way had 
their work not been cut prematurely short. Indeed, these 
records give some ground for the view that they considered that 
if they could succeed in drawing up a “ model skeleton treaty ” 
their whole function would thus have been fulfilled, and there 
is an obvious force in the contention that an independent, 
non-governmental committee might have difiBculty in making 
propositions on so thorny and so important a matter as scales 
of national armament. But against that contention it can 
equally be argued that the very independence of such a body 
might enable it, perhaps after private and non-committal 
negotiations with the Governments, to put forward proposals 
which an official body might find it impossible to make. 

But, of course, if the Preparatory Committee decided only 
to make a model skeleton, the problem would then arise for the 
Council itself, Should it in this case be content to pass on the 
skeleton, leaving the Conference when it met to fill in the blanks ? 

No doubt this is a possible course for the Council to adopt; 
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but in fact it is improbable that it will adopt it. The records 
of the Fifth Assembly show that when the Geneva Protocol was 
made, and the Council was invited to communicate to the 
Governments by March 15, 1925, “ a general programme for the 
reduction and limitation of armaments,”^ it was universally 
agreed that this programme should include not only technical 
principles but also the practical application of these principles 
in definite scales of national armament. Moreover the terms of 
Paragraph 4 of Article 8, though they are not conclusive, certainly 
support the view that it is the duty of the Council to make such 
a programme. There is also the consideration that if it were 
to confine itself to a model skeleton, the Council would inevitably 
lose in the whole question of disarmament the initiative which 
the Covenant has given it, and which its Members will in all 
likelihood be most anxious to retain. 

But it must be recognized that if the Council does include 
actual scales of armament in its plans, it will almost certainly 
be obliged to enter on difficult and perhaps prolonged negotia- 
tions. When the technical skeleton of its treaty has been 
provided, it (or, of course, its Preparatory Committee, if that 
Committee undertakes itself this part of the work) will have to 
consultwith the different Governments as to the manner in which 
the blanks in the skeleton shall be filled in. It would be 
risky and perhaps quite useless for them to draw up, even as a 
preliminary proposition, elaborate scales of figures every one 
of which the Governments concerned might subsequently 
resist. And since — ^the security of each state being dependent 
chiefly on its neighbours’ preparations — ^the original figures 
to be inserted in the plans for any one Government must depend 
upon the figures inserted for a number of other Governments, 
the Council (or the Preparatory Committee) would probably 
require to hold a number of informal regional conferences with 
Government representatives to discuss in general terms the 
scales it should insert. Neither the Council nor the Govern- 
ments would be bound by the results of such consultations, but 
unless they had taken place the chances of ultimate success 
might well be much reduced. 

^ Article 17, para. 2, of Geneva Protocol, cf. The Geneva Protocol, 
by P. J. Noel Baker, chap, x. 
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Even with this prospect of protracted negotiations before 
it, however, it is virtually certain that, for the reasons given 
above, the Council will decide to include in the plans which it 
puts forward not merely a model skeleton, .but also concrete 
figures on which the Disarmament Conference can base its work. 
Its “ plans ” then will be m the form of a Draft Treaty, which 
will include a definite proposal for the necessary schedules with 
their scales of armament provisionally filled m., What else 
must it include ? 

Obviously any disarmament agreement must follow the lines 
indicated in Articles 17 and 21 of the Geneva Protocol, and 
must lay down the methods by which, and the time-limits 
"Within which, reduction of armament to the scales adopted shall 
be carried out. It must also — in view of the nature of the 
problem — ^lay down the conditions in which the whole agreement 
may be declared to have been unfulfilled, and it must make 
arrangements for what shall then be done And since these 
thorny questions constitute an essential part of the problem 
of disarmament, and a considerable element in its technical 
difficulty, they must be dealt with, not only in the ultimate 
disarmament agreement which the Conference will adopt, but 
also in the plans which the Council will prepare. No proposals 
for disarmament would be complete which did not suggest how 
they should be practically carried out and define the cir- 
cumstances in which they must be deemed to have failed of 
execution. 


The Action of the League 

Such is in outline the procedure and the preparation whidi, 
in pursuance of Article 8 and the decisions of the Assembly, 
are required. One concluding reflection on the subject may be 
allowed. 

If any practicable plans are to be laid before the Conference 
when it meets, there must be first an elaborate theoretical 
study of the problem, and then a whole series of negotiations 
which will probably be protracted, and which will certainly 
b,e difficult both from the technical and the political points of 
view. When the plans are made and the Conference has met, 
the securing of agreement may even then be very hard. After 
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the conference has made its treaty and dispersed, there will 
remain the task of obtaming ratification by the Parhaments 
of the very numerous Governments concerned. After the 
Parliaments have, ratified, and the treaty has entered into force, 
it will still be necessary to supervise the long and comphcated 
process of its execution, and to settle the many international 
disputes that will arise. 

All these many processes can only be carried through, all the 
many obstacles can only be overcome, by action taken through 
the institutions of the League of Nations on the basis of the 
positive obhgations which, by Article 8, the Members of the 
League have all assumed. The authors of Article 8 and the 
Assembly have not invented needless and tiresome elaborations ; 
disarmament is, in fact, as they conceived it, an immensely 
intricate and difl&cult affair. A comparison may, perhaps, be 
made with another problem with which the League has dealt, 
a problem smaller in scale and different in nature, yet similar 
in its combination of technical and political difficulties to be 
overcome — ^the problem of Austrian financial and economic 
reconstruction. The League was only called upon to take the 
matter up after the Allied Powers in conference after conference 
had failed Its Council carried through technical investigations 
for which no diplomatic conference could have had the means, 
in this way it reached agreement where the Allies had been 
unable to agree. But this agreement, and the treaties which 
it made, were not the end, but only the beginning of its task. 
Three years were needed before the Austrian Republic could 
stand alone And during those three years new problems of 
every kmd arose, disputes between the Austrian Government 
and the agents of the League were brought to almost every 
session of the Council, grave political cnses threatened to over- 
throw all that the League had done The Council and its 
technical committees earned through, in short, a work which, 
by its very nature, could not possibly have been accomplished 
by the ordinary machmery and methods of diplomacy. 

What was true of Austnan reconstruction is no less true of 
disarmament ( Only by the constant pressure exerted by 
permanent international institutions, by the continued and 
systematic work, technical and political, which such institu- 
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tions alone make possible, can success be achieved in a matter 
so difficult as this. Through the machinery of diplomacy we 
could never hope to get results. That machinery could never 
do the preparation that is needed; no diplomatic conference 
summoned ad hoc could make a treaty ; no Foreign Office staff 
could supervise its execution. The experience of Washington 
in 1921 only strengthens this conclusion,^ and the whole course 
of the League discussions does the same. It is a cause for 
satisfaction, therefore, that the matter is to be dealt with as the 
Covenant prescribes, that Washington excursions are no more 
in favour, and that the League is to be enabled to fulfil the 
first and greatest of its allotted tasks. 

^ Cf. chap X , infra. 



CHAPTER IV 

SPECIAL DIFFICULTIES DUE TO MODERN CONDITIONS 

The object of a disarmament policy is to make an international 
agreement which shall strike a balance between the armaments 
maintained by different nations at a level lower than that 
which they at present mamtain, without either involving in-^ 
justice as between one nation and another, or exposing any 
of them to dangers to their national security to which they 
are not exposed when they are free to maintain whatever 
armaments they please This object is made more difficult td 
achieve by vanous factors arising out of and peculiar to the 
conditions of modern war. 

Wae Veterans 

The first factor of this kind which must be mentioned is one 
of importance at the present time, but of an importance which 
diminishes with every passing year. It lies in the existence in 
” most of the countries involved in the Great War of large numbers 
of veterans who have had prolonged experience of active 
operations. There is no doubt, for example, that, the potential 
' military strength of Germany is far greater than that of the 
small army which she is allowed under the Treaty of Versailles. 
It is greater because there are in Germany ready to answer a 
summons to the colours several million men who underwent 
the trainmg of the world war, and who with some further training 
would be first-class soldiers. The same would be true of the 
potential strength of other belligerent countries were they now 
to accept a fixed limitation of the armed forces they maintain. 

This factor is important because it increases the difierence 
between the armed forces allowed to any given nation 
tinder a disarmament agreement and the forces which that 
nation could mobilize in the early stages of a war; and the 
greater the difference which there is in this respect the greater 
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will be the difficulty of securing agreement upon the technical 
terms of any disarmament treaty.} It is important also because 
the initial period of a disarmament scheme, the years during 
which its clauses are bemg earned out and th*e next few years 
which immediately succeed, wiU evidently be the most critical 
time for its success. If the scheme works satisfactorily during 
this period, the nations thereafter will have so much greater 
confidence in it that its ultimate success will, in all probability, 
be assured. 

But if it is important in the initial stages this factor will later 
on be whoUy negligible The veterans of the Great War, if 
they were mobilized to-day, would no doubt already make far 
less efficient soldiers than they were in 1918 Experts say that 
by 1933 they will be little better — if, indeed, they are better at 
all — ^than raw recruits That bemg so, it is probable that the 
existence of the war veterans will be neglected when the scales 
of armament for different nations are laid down It may be 
added that the desire of Europe for repose, and its repugnance 
to the renewal of war, are now so great that such neglect would 
probably be safe 

Conscription 


The conscription system is another element in modem 
military preparation which complicates the problem of dis- 
armament. ‘ Any agreement made now must deal, not with the 
relatively small professional armies of the past, but with nations 
in arms. 

The conscription system is relatively new, but, nevertheless, 
it cannot be expected that the continental nations of Europe 
will agree to give it up. They may agree to limit the period of 
compulsory service for which they conscript their subjects; 
they may equally agree to limit the percentage of the annual 
“ class ” whom they oblige to serve But they will not agrepj 
to ^ve up the right to compel their citizens by law to dq 
military service for the state. i 


This may be regretted, but it must be accepted. It is no 
*oubt true that conscription has been the greatest single cause 
of modern militarism. But it has become part of the national 
life of many nations, and is regarded by them not merely as a 
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means of military protection, but as an indispensable method of 
education and discipline for the manhood of their peoples) It is 
claimed, for example, by the Italian Government, and by Italians 
even of the mos't liberal outlook, that Italy, after her risorgi- 
mento, was only welded into a single nation by the common 
service of aU her subjects in the national forces The Balkan 
nations no less regard compulsory military service as part of the 
foundation upon which their national systems rest Probably 
none of those countries whose armies it is now most desirable 
to reduce and hmit would agree to abandon conscnption. 
Rather than do so, indeed, their Governments in all likelihood 
would take the responsibility of rejecting a disarmament scheme 
altogether It may also safely be said that all the ex-enemy 
countnes who have been forced to give it up would return to 
conscription to-morrow if they got the chance 
« Conscription makes disarmament plans more difficult to draw', 
up because it permits the creation of very large reserves which 
can be added to the standmg forces when mobihzation takes 
place ; 

Progress of Invention 

.Even more difficult than the complication arising from con- 
scription is that which results from the rapid progress of inven- 
tion and its application to the means of war ^ This agam is 
modem. For hundreds, indeed for thousands of years, the 
arms used m warfare hardly changed. Even the introduction 
of gunpowder made little difference for several centuries, eithei^, 
in the nature of war or in the destructiveness of military opera- 
tions The rifles used by infantry remained no more than an 
improved bow and arrows , the cannon were only a more effective 
form of the mediaeval battering-ram. Even throughout the 
Napoleonic period, in spite of its prolonged and large-scale 
operations, armament remamed static , not a single new weapoii' 
was introduced from the beginning to the end, and even after the 
Napoleonic wars were over there was little development or 
change until late in the nineteenth centuiy. It was, indeed, 
only in the last quarter of that century that steam and 
electricity and chemistry began greatly to affect the nature 
of the weapons used Then in a comparatively brief period 
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high-explosive shell reached an efficiency hitherto undreamt of, 
the rifle was modernized, and to it was added the machine-gun, 
to the hand-grenade was added the flame-thrower; poison gas, 
aeroplanes, submarines, torpedoes, and tanks came in as entirely 
new weapons necessitatmg the development of new services in 
. fleets and armies 

This fact of the rapid change in weapons is of great importance 
■to the present purpose. Incidentally it is, of course, the 
fundamental reason why the old international law of war is 
no longer really adequate to control the operations which 
it was intended to control. But also — and this is the present 
point — it must affect, and affect profoundly, the attitude of 
Governments towards disarmament. For no doubt the staffs 
wiU now want, under a disarmament treaty, full liberty to 
experiment in new forms of warfare. They will be reluctant 
to bind themselves not to develop this weapon or that, fearing 
always that some disloyal state might by some secret new 
invention place them at a disadvantage. Indeed, the mere 
knowledge of impending changes and development in the means 
of war must make any fixed hmitations on armament, at least 
when they are first adopted, seem artificial in their nature. 
And the difficulty is continually increasing for the reason that 
the changes in weapons have gone on with increasing rapidity 
ever* since the Great War came to an end. The aeroplane, 
packed with high-explosive and steered and controlled by 
wireless, the torpedo of irresistible destructive power and like- 
wise guided to its allotted prey by wireless, are but two of the 
new weapons that have been developed since 1919. Such rapid 
change almost gives ground for speculation as to whether, if 
the present development goes on, all limitations of the kind so 
far proposed will not soon be irrelevant to the purpose they are 
intended to achieve. 


' The Peace-time Use of Weapons 

Anoth^ difficulty results from the rapid development of 
weapons which has followed the application of modem science 
to watr. It is this* that no disarmament agreement can now 
include and hmit all the vital factors on which military strength 
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depends. Before modern science had changed the methods of 
warfare, the weapons that were useful m war served, broadly 
speaking, no other purpose. But nowadays the weapons 
upon which succe*^s in wax wiU probably depend have peace- 
time uses of great importance. Aircraft furnish an obvious 
example. Commercial aircraft are in their infancy, but they 
have already become an important factor in the economic? 
system, and, with every month that passes, their efficiency j 
and, in consequence, their utility and their numbers, increase! 
No one who contemplates the great air lines of the world— 
London to Pans, Paris to Stockholm, Berlin to Moscow, Helsing^ 
fors to Tiflis and Teheran, Rome to Constantinople — and the\ 
vast network of aerial communication that is being built up 
around them, can doubt that the commercial aeroplane haS 
come to stay Nor will most people who examine the great 
proj ects now under responsible consideration for hnking up Great 
Britain and India, Africa and Australasia, believe that it would 
be desirable, even if it were possible, which it almost certainly 
is not, to limit by international agreement the number of 
commercial aircraft which each state chooses to produce or to 
maintain. Yet the qualities required in a commercial aero- 
plane^ are precisely the qualities requued in a military bombing 
machine, the transformation from commercial to military use 
is the work of an hour or two. In the view of many experts, 
bpmbmg aircraft, by means of which whole cities might be 
wiped out, and the resistance of an enemy quickly paralyzed, 
will almost certainly be the principal offensive weapon of any 
future war ® 

The same argument applies to what will, again according to 
the experts, be the chief auxiliary weapon used by aircraft — 
poison-gas. In hi s a dmrable work on, chemical warfare Maj or 
Victor Lefebure'Iia^ "explaihed the reasons why gas and air- 
crait were not used in combination during the last world war, 
and he has also explained that these reasons no longer hold 
good. His whole book, indeed, is a demonstration, so far 
unrefuted, and, to the la37man, seemingly irrefutable, that gas, 
distributed by aircraft, will play a predominating r61e m any 
future war. But the power to produce gas on a large scale and 
1 Cf. chap, xn., mfra. 2 Cf. chap, xii,, infm. 



Disarmament 


42 

at short notice for warlike use depends on the possession of 
chemical factories; and — this is the present point — such fac- 
tories are indispensable for many peace-time industries. Speak- 
mg of what he calls " the unique war importance of organic 
chemicals,” Major Lefebure says this: "It so happens that 
many of them are essential to our daily life as dyes, drugs, 
photographic and other synthetic products. Industries, there- 
fore, have arisen for their manufacture And this is not all. 
Organic chemical factories have proved to be not only arsenals 
in disguise, but endowed with the flexibility of their parent, 
the science itself. The factories and plants . . . can develop 
the production of practically any chemical which research can 
^.produce The will of man can thus silently and swiftly convert 
the dye factory into ai^arsenal. And, of course, such chemical 
factories and plants, because of their peace-time use, cannot, at 
least without great difficulty, be limited by any international 
treaty that can be made. Here, then, is a second factor in mili- 
tary strength, of great, perhaps of supreme importance, which 
may easily escape the control of a disarmament agreement. 

Again, some countries have organized for postal or other 
Government services great fleets of heavy motor-lorries or 
tractors They are devoted to a legitimate peace-time use; 
they cannot be hmited by international agreement; yet, in 
facilitating the concentration of troops, in the transport of 
artillery and ammumtion, or as an auxiliary to air-force 
operations, they may be a military factor of great importance. 

The point need not be laboured It is quite plain that a 
great part of the offensive machinery and equipment of a 
modern fleet or army serves both a warlike and a peace-time 
purpose, and that, therefore, it cannot in all probability be 
limited and controlled by an international disarmament agree- 
ment. This is a fact peculiar to modern conditions, which 
obviously and seriously complicates the problem which the 
experts have to solve.^/ 

‘ The Imponderable Factor of Industrial Strength 

The same difficulty reappears in another more extended, 
perhaps vaguer, but certamly no less important form. The 

^ The TiiddU of the chap x. 
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factors already considered — the conscriptive system, the 
achievements of inventive gemus in the means of destruction, 
and the military yalue of peaceful machines and products — ■ 
have all combined not only to change the character of fighting, 
but vastly to increase the scale upon which warfare is no\^ 
carried on. Any army worth the name is numbered in 
millions , it requires for its service almost incalculable quantities 
of supplies and of material of every kind. For that reason, 
when a nation goes to war the whole economic system of its 
country is brought into play; and the power of its army inj 
the field depends very largely upon the industrial resources^ 
the manufacturing plant, the supplies of raw material, the roads,1 
the railways, the ships and other transport, which are organized 
in its support. It follows as an inevitable consequence that a- 
belligerent with a highly developed national industry is in^ 
modem warfare far stronger than one that is without it. ^ ‘ 

^The effect of this must be to make it more difficult to get 
agreement on a scheme for general and mutual reduction 
and limitation of armaments. For any such scheme must 
involve an undertaking by every signatory power neither itself 
to increase nor to assist any other signatory to increase its 
armaments above the limits mutually agreed upop Without 
such an undertaking, no scheme could be of any value. But, 
if war were subsequently to break out — 'always the cracial 
test in disarmament negotiations — such an undertaking would 
evidently confef^a^ great adv^gge.upon countae?^^ with. great 
industnaTf^urces .' This advantage would be felt immediately 
^bs'tilities began, alid would increase with every week of war 
that passed. For both the rapid mobilization of large forces 
and the conduct of large-scale operations now depend, as has 
been said, upon the industnal machine by which the armies 
in the field are supported. If one power has a great industrial 
system which its Government can immediately take over, which, 
perhaps, it can secretly prepare for a long time in advance, 
that will give it at least a considerable, perhaps a decisive, 
military supenonty over another power which has to depend 
for its supplies of arms, ammumtion, uniforms, and so on, oif 
the industries of other countnes, perhaps geographically remote. 
And both the margin of this superiority and its military im- 
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portance in case of sudden war will be greatly increased by a 
disarmament agreement which prevents the country without 
adequate resources of its own from making, in time of peace, 
the maximum military effort of which it is, capable, and which 
forbids it to accumulate the stocks or organize the forces which 
might enable it to diminish the disadvantages from which it 
suffers. 

It is, therefore, sometimes said that if a disarmament agree- 
ment is to be made, it must include provisions which will protect 
contractmg parties without mdustnal systems against the great 
advantage which industrial states possess. It is agreed that 
such provisions may be of two different kmds; first, that in 
oeflculatmg the scales of armament allowed to different states — 
what at the Washington Conference was called ratio ” 

between the signatory powers — a large aDowance of extra 
military strength should be given to non-industnal nations, 
to compensate them for the weaknesses they cannot help ; 
second, that to reduce and limit, as far as may be, the im- 
portance of industrial strength, the disarmament agreement 
should include obligations on the parties not to adapt their 
manufacturmg plant and their transport systems to preparation 
for war. It is further suggested that the execution of these 
obligations could be supervised by an international commission 
:of control, and that this control could be made practically 
effective by the help and co-operation of the Socialist and 
Labour parties in the different Parhaments, and of their 
working-class supporters in ^he industrial factories and plants. 

There is no need at the present juncture to discuss these 
propositions, nor to decide whether, either among the factors 
of mihtary strength to be limited and reduced, or as an element 
in calculating the basic ratio between the parties, economic 
strength need be or can be specifically dealt with.’- It is 
sufficient for the moment to note it as a complicating fact, new 
in military histoty, peculiar to our epoch of nations in arms 
and of industnalized and scientific war. 

1 Cf. infra, chaps xiu and xv. 
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'•O'* The Danger of Secret and Decisive Weapons 

There is yet another difficulty in making a disarmament 
agreement peculiar to the modern character of war. 

It is generally agreed as a fundamental principle that such 
an agreement should only deal with factors of military strength 
over which it is possible to exercise a real control. Unless thej 
parties to the agreement have confidence that its obhgations are 
really being carried out by every state that signed it, distant 
and fea;r will be increased to such a point that more harm tlian'' 
good might possibly result. But over the preparation of some 
weapons that may be of great importance in modem war it 
is difficult to know whether control can by any means be made 
effective. One party might, therefore, be able secretly to violate 
its undertakings, and by developmg such weapons to increase 
its offensive power far beyond the strength allowed it in the 
Treaty. How can this difficulty, which may involve the gravest 
nsks, be met and overcome ? 

Though in the future it may arise over other weapons too, 
this is at the present time really no more and no less than the 
problem of poison gas. Poison gases have become a part of, 
modem war. Every army 'lfiatTs”worthy of the name has studied* 
their use, has prepared its_cpmplete systepi of chemical attack 
and chemigal defence. Most of the civilized powers have signed 
fhe most solemn undertakings — ^in Treaties made at Wash- 
ington’^ and Geneva^ — ^not to make use of gas m war, but their 
mihtary pohcy is founded on the behef that these undertakings , 
will not be observed. No one, indeed, who knows what war is 
lifce beheves that a people fighting desperately in a mortal 
struggle for its life, attacked by land, by sea, and from the 
air, With all the hellish power of high-explosive, would hesitate 
at the crisis of its fate to seek salvation in any weapon it could 
turn to use. The chance that this may happen makes it very 
difficult to forbid study and preparation for chemical defence; 
and defence includes, as, indeed, it plainly must, defensive 
counter-attack. Thus, while the Geneva and Washington Con- 

* Treaty ... to Prevent the Use in War of Noxious Gases and 
Chemicals. Text printed in White Paper Cmd. 1627, 1922, p. 19. 

® Protocol on Chemical and Bactenological Warfare. Text printed 
in L. N. document, A 16, 1925, ix . c c I.A 91 (3). 
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ventions perhaps on some occasions may have their value, gas 
now is and, unless States disarm, it will remain a part of war. 

And the preparation of poison gas is admittedly very difficult 
to ’controh If once the study of its use is undertaken, if once 
Bie necessary mihtary apparatus is allowed, the preparation 
of vast quantities of gas can be earned on in secret in civilian 
chemical factories and plants, perhaps in such conditions that 
a great number of the factory hands themselves would be in 
ignorance of what was being made. Great stocks could be 
prepared and hidden, and would be extremely difficult to 
detect. Measures have, indeed, been suggested for the control 
of gas and the prevention of violations of a disarmament 
agreement on the subject; they will be discussed in a later 
chapter.^ Here it is enough to indicate the great difficulty 
which is caused by the risk that such violations may occur, 

This same difficulty arises, moreover, in another special 
form. There is to-day, as there has never been before in military 
history, the danger that someone may .discover a new scientific 
principle or device which will enable him to make a weapon 
against which there is no known or discoverable defence. If 
this could be done, such a weapon might perhaps be made even 
without contravention of a disarmament agreement, yet its 
possession by one party to that agreement would give it such 
advantage that the whole meaning and balance of the treaty 
would be destroyed For if one party acquired the power to 
strike a sudden and decisive blow, the armament restrictions 
of the other parties might become not only valueless but 
dangerous and unjust. Much has been heard in recent times 
of such a weapon. |^e electric ” death-ray, the deadly 
bacteria, the atomic bomb— writers of fiction have familiarized 
the public -with fantastic hopes of winning easy wars and endless 
power by such meansi^ Neither electricity nor bacteria nor 
fadio activity have been so easy to harness as these writers 
tried to make us think; the revolutionary and irresistible 
weapon is still to find. 

But the advent of chemical attack has given an imminent 
and terrible reality to a hitherto imaginary risk. Let us quote 
again from Major Lefebure: “ In organic chemistry a single 
^ Cf chap. XIV., %nfra. 
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worker, following up some rare family of compounds, may 
stumble upon a substance not far removed chemically from 
related compounds, yet infinitely more potent for war. Mustard 
gas, or B : B-dichlor 4 iethylsulphide, is a member of a group of 
compounds differmg only slightly m chemical structure the one 
from the other. Yet its nearest chemical relative is compara- 
tively harmless The persistent lethal compound which will vastly 
change the nature of warfare will be but a slight chemical modifica- 
tion of some harmless substance . . . These inherent possibilities 
of chemical warfare . . make chemical warfare the most im- 
portant war problem in the future reconstruction of the world.^ 
Force is lent to Major Lefebure's contentions by the facts 
now known abouL Lewkite. the gas prepared by the United 
States Chemical Department for the campaign of 1919 but 
never used. Lewisite is invisible, it is a sinking, gas, which 
would reach down to cellars and dugouts , if inhaled it is fatal 
at once; if it settles on the skm it produces almost certain death; 
masks alone are of no use against it; it is persistent, it has-' 
fifty-five times the " spread ” of any poison gas actually used 
in the war Indeed, it was estimated by an expert that one 
dozen Lewisite air bombs of the largest size known in 1918 — 
far larger sizes could now be used — might m favourable circum- 
stances have wiped out the population of Berlin ^ And Lewisif e 
is not the last word m gases. It is known that later research 
has given yet “ better ” results in fatal effect, in penetrative ■. 
power, in persistence and in " spread ” 

It is in the realm of chemical attack that there is at present 
the greatest risk of the discovery of the new, secret, deadly and 
decisive weapon But it is not only in that realm that the 
risk exists. Science no doubt holds many other unknown 
dangers of the sort, and from one day to the next she may 
spring a Qafafite£Q3ic,Airpria^ a careless world. 

In the consideration, therefore, of plans for the reduction* 
and liimtation of national armaments, we must bear continually - 
in mind, together with the other difficulties which the nature 
of modern war imposes, that of the possible invention of some 
new and irresistible device for ma kin g war. 

^ Riddle of the Rhme, okap x. 

s Even if Ee exaggerated, the substantial point is unafiected. Cf. 
Irwin, The Next War, passim. 



CHAPTER V 

THE CONDITIONS OF SUCCESS 

The purpose of this chapter is to indicate in as few words as 
may be the main conditions that must be fulfilled if the Dis- 
armament Conference to be summoned is to have a reasonable 
chance of succeeding in its task. 

The Problem of Security 

It was said in Chapter 11 that the plans for disarmament to 
be formulated by the Council oi the League might have to 
consist of two parts • one dealing with “ national safety and the 
•enforcement by common action of international obligations,” 
the other with the schedules of national armament. This must 
be so tmless the problem of “ security ” is separately dealt with 
in advance and by some other means For the problem of 
security is now universally agreed to be a part of the problem 
of disarmament; the two now go, and must go, hand in hand; 
the solution of the first is therefore the chief and indispensable 
condition of success in the solution of the other. 

Why this should be so is shown, at least in part, by the 
arguments, put forward in Chapter IV above For it results 
from the modem difficulties there discussed that the incidence 
of a disarmament agreement will not to-day be what it would 
have been in simpler times. The classical proposition that a 
^proportionately equal reduction of standing armaments will 
leave each reducing party relatively as strong, and therefore 
^uite as safe, as it was before, is no longer obviously true; for 
''am equal reduction in factors of military strength which can be 
l^ted by international agreement may much exaggerate an 
existing inequality of strength in factors which cannot be so 
limited, and may thus expose some parties to greater dangers 
than before. 

Affain, the fact that no disarmament agreement can by itself 
<• — ^ aaamst the risk of sudden 
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and treacherous attack by weapons of overwhelming power, the 
secret preparation of which it may be very difficult to prevent, 
makes it certain that they will be — whether logically or 
illogically is beside the point — ^unwilling to reduce the maxi- 
mum military effort for their own protection which they are at 
present free to make, unless they receive other guarantees. 

A scheme for general secunty, therefore, is part of the work 
which the League must carry through before its Members can* 
execute their obligations under Article 8 of the Covenant. 
This is laid down clearly enough in Article 8 itself, as a careful 
exammation of its terms will show; and Lord Cecil, when he 
first brought the reduction of armaments into practical dis- 
cussion m 1922, did so on this basis It was, indeed, at the 
moment when he linked the prmciples of security and dis- 
armament together, that hope of a solution first appeared. 
It is not the purpose of this book to debate security, which has 
been dealt with at great length elsewhere ^ It is enough to 
say that in the discussions of the last few years general agreer 
ment has been reached about its meaning. Security now means 
the provision of reasonable safeguards by the joint and common 
action of the society of states against aggressive attack aimed 
at any one among them which has not itself been guilty of an'" 
international fault or misdemeanour. It is further agreed — 
as is shown by the whole negotiations for the Draft Treaty of 
Mutual Assistance, the Geneva Protocol^^ and the Locarno 
Pac^— that security in this sense can only be achieved by two 
essential steps. The first of these is the closmg' of what the 
French have called the “ gap” in the Covenant, in other words, 
the giving up of the right still left to Members of the League, 
by Article J5 in certain cases to resort to war agamst a state! 
which has not itself been guilty of a fault. The abandonment ^ 
of this right and the consequent complete outlawry of aggressive 
war as between the parties, was the one vitally important 
feature of the Locarno Convention between Germany and 
France The second step is the elaboration, whether by new 
general obligations or by supplementary special treaties like 
the Rhineland Pact, of further arrangements for mutual defence 
1 Cf , eg, The Geneva Protocol, by P J Noel Baker, chaps u,, in , 

Vlil 
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against aggression. These arrangements must all be founded, 
as every new negotiation makes more plain, upon the funda- 
mental undertakings already given in Article 16 by all the 
Members of the League. 

It must be added, before the subject of security is left, that, 
of course, disarmament when carried through will in itself be 
an important factor in the safety of the participatmg states, 
In all the ways and for all the reasons discussed in Chapter II, 
it will reduce the risk of war. Nor is that all. For if sanctions 
by joint international action should ever unhappily be required, 
such action would obviously be simpler against a state whose 
armaments were small, and this advantage would not be out- 
weighed by the fact that the armaments of the states acting 
together against it would also be reduced. But this element 
of safety will not alone suffice Only when something further 
has been done to make the system of the Covenant a hving 
reality in the policy of states, and to complete that system by 
The fuller application of the basic principles on which it has 
been built, will the disarmament of nations come about. 


The Generality of a Disarmament Treaty 

The second condition of success in a policy of disarmament 
is contained in the proposition that " no scheme for the reduc- 
tion of armaments can ever be really successful unless it is 
general."^ Unless the great body of civilized states can agree 
to adopt in common a plan that will equally apply to the armed 
forces which they all mamtain, there is small hope that those 
among them who desire to do so will be able to reduce the 
military burden which they bear. 

When it is analysed, this generality which is required has a 
double meaning: first, the disarmament plan must be accepted 
by all, or almost aU, the members of the community of states; 
second, it must cover, so far as may be, all the factors of their 
military strength. These two meanings may be discussed in 
turn 

^ Resolution i of the four Resolutions presented to the Temporary 
Mixed Commission by Viscount Cecil in July, 1922, and subsequently 
adopted by the Third Assembly. 
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First, then, what in fact is meant when it is said that the 
disarmament plan mnst be accepted by all, or almost all, the 
members of the Qommunity of states ? Can nothing be agreed 
or done unless Persia and Peru, Abyssmia and Ecuador give 
their consent ? That is obvious nonsense. The mere sugges- 
tion shows that it is necessary to examine more exactly what 
is meant by “ generality ” in this sense 

The meaning varies, of course, with the nature of the diSerent 
kinds of armaments to be discussed A land-locked country 
need not be consulted about a naval treaty. If two states are 
so remotely distant from each other that by no possibility 
could their forces ever meet, they need not mutually agree, for 
example, to each other’s aerial strength The question may 
best be looked at, therefore, from this point of view 

Naval armaments come, to the Briton, logically first. What 
states must be agreed before a naval treaty can be made ? 
It is best to start by considering what it is desirable, if possible, 
to do Plamly, if it can be done, a treaty should be made 
which shall secure consent from all the powers who either have 
or may have naval forces. To begin with, if it is to be any 
good at all, it must take in all the great naval powers, however 
geographically remote they may appear For, in fact, in naval 
armaments the “ continental limitation ” has long since ceased 
to count. The most active naval competition of present times 
has been between the U.S. A , Great Britam and Japan — ^between 
an American, an Asian, and a European power. .For America 
and Japan, indeed, the Pacific Ocean still remains an obstacle 
to inter-continental warfare But the Bntish Empire is on all 
sides of the Pacific, and even between America and Japan a 
naval war is unhappily a danger that must be borne in mind. 
It is certain, therefore, that no great naval power will agree 
to bmd itself to limitations by which its potential rivals are 
not also bound. * 

Next, if the naval treaty is to secure the reductions for which 
we are entitled in due course to hope, it should include besides 
the great naval powers those other powers with navies at 
present far below them by every test of naval strength, but to 
whose present level the Great Powers may be brought much- 
nearer than they are. These should include not only the ten 
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(or eleven) other powers^ which possess among their fighting 
vessels units which the Washington Convention somewhat 
arbitrarily defined as capital ships, but also those which have 
fleets of any kind, and even those which, thqugh they have no 
fleets to-day, are so placed that they may be able later on to 
build them up. The grounds for this are plain : those who have 
no capital ships may later on acquire them, in any case, as 
will be argued later, it is useless to deal with capital ships 
unless other sorts of ships are dealt with also , nor is it possible 
to limit those who have got navies now, and leave others wIkT 
have not got them to build them up in freedom later on. For 
reasons such as these the Temporary Mixed Commission, when 
it drew up for the Council its extended “ Washington Con- 
vention,” included in its draft not only those eleven powers 
who actually had fighting vessels of the two classes (capital 
ships and aircraft carriers) with which it was designed to deal, 
but also thirty-two other states^ whose interest was less direct. 

For the same reasons it is important, if it can be done, that the 
naval treaty should be a world-wide agreement, covering all 
states which are or might be able to build up naval forces. 
Only such a treaty, universally accepted by all such powers, 
can give the best results. 

But if such ” generality ” as this is not obtained, can nothing 
then be done ^ Obviously something, perhaps a great deal, can 
be achieved by smaller groups. For example, the great naval 
powers, if they acted all together, could, by themselves and 
without a single other state, do much to rid the world of dangers 
and themselves of gnevous burdens. What they did in Wash- 
higton for two classes of fighting ships, they could do again tor 
others, perhaps for all the rest. If Russia joined their ranks, 
they could no doubt go further than if she stood aside.® But 

Argentine, Brazil, Ctule, Denmarl:, Greece, Netherlands, Norway, 
Russia (if not counted as a great naval power), Spam, Sweden, Turkey 
(of. L.N Document C 477(«), 1922, ik ) 

* The naval advisers of the Temporary Mixed Commission even 
exaggerated the poiht to include land-locked states such as Czecho- 
slovakia and Switzerland Vide tbtd , Preamble of Draft Convention 

* Even if Russia’s policy did not much afiect their action at the 
present time, it must certainly affect in a most important way subse- 
quent reductions of armaments in years to come. 
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Russia is no more a first-rate naval power, as once she was; 
without her, therefore, the others — Great Britain, the United 
States, France, Italy, and Japan — can do something, even if 
their work be lesg complete and stable than it would be if she 
too came in. 

Again, it is at least in theory possible that another group 
of countries, the South American republics, might be able to 
agree upon a separate naval treaty for themselves, even if the 
powers in other continents did not help But in practice it is 
most unlikely that they will. The negotiations of the League 
Commissions for the extended “ Washington Convention ” 
showed no such disposition of the South American states to act 
alone. Similarly, it might be thought that the smaller European 
states might make a group agreement, independent of the 
remainder of the world. But again, it may be doubted whether 
Spain, to take a fair example, would act without Italy and 
France, or whether the Baltic or south-eastern countries would 
renounce their freedom unless Russia did the same; and without 
these states, it need not be added, no European agreement, 
however limited, could be made. Such examples, it may be 
said in passing, show in a striking way the bearing of security 
upon the problem But even if the Council’s plans for security 
are strong, the attitude and action of the Russian state may 
well determine how much naval reduction will be possible, not 
only for the great naval powers in years to come, but also for 
the whole of Europe when the treaty is first made. If the 
pohcy of one single country can have such effects, no one can 
doubt that in naval armaments at least, ” no scheme can be 
re.ally successful unless it is general," and that the “ generahty ” 
required is of the widest kmd 

The same is true of armaments on land, but in a more limited 
sense than on the sea. It is much more likely than in naval 
armaments the countries of a single continent could act ■ , 
together to limit the land forces which they respectively main- 
tain. There are two reasons for this. 

First, in spite of the recent vast improvements in the means 
of transport, armies remain far less mobile than a modern navy, * ' 
and far harder to manoeuvre/ at a distance from their national 
territory. Countries which are geographically distant from each 



Disarmament 


54 

other do not, therefore, come into competition, and continental 
grouping would have a natural foundation in mihtary fact. 
Thus, for example, the countries of North an^ South America 
could easily combine to reduce and limit their land forces 
without the simultaneous action of any single outside power, 
and they could do so without running any appreciable risk. 

For the same reasons the European countries could act as a 
continental group, quite irrespective of what America might do. 
But it would be harder for Europe to act without her Eastern 
neighbours. The Balkan Powers might want to wait for 
Turkey. Once more the Border states could hardly bind them- 
selves to rigid limitations if Russia should remain entirely free; 
and Russia in her turn, since the vast spaces of her federation 
link West and East together, could hardly act without China 
and Japan. Again, the Oriental possessions of the British 
Empire bring Great Britain also, although she is a European 
power, into contact and possible competition with Japan. 
These difficulties, indeed, are not conclusive Without Russia 
and Japan a European treaty might be made, and if the system 
of security were sound, that treaty might bring reductions, 
even great reductions, in the scales of armament the European 
countries now maintain. 

A continental groupmg for American armies and another for 
European armies must tWs both be reckoned as a possible part 
of the disarmament treaty to be made. Even that limitation 
on generahty_ would, so far as Europe is concerned, restrict the 
results that might otherwise be had. And beyond that limita- 
tion it IS plainly hopeless to expect to go It has often been 
suggested in the Assembly at Geneva that it might be possible 
for the states in certain parts of Europe to agree together on 
regional arrangements for reduction irrespective of what those 
in other parts might do But not even for the geographically 
most favoured regions have these suggestions passed beyond 
the stage of words. There are sohd reasons why this has been, 
and why it must be, so. The different parts of Europe are 
linked together in a single system which they cannot break.^ 

Cf. Right Hon. S. Baldwin in the House of Commons, February i, 
1926' “ One of the greatest practical difficulties in approaching the sub- 
ject of disarmament is that it would be almost impracticable for the 
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Consider, for example, the Balkan coimtries. They form as 
distinct a geographical unit as any group of powers in Europe; ^ 
yet they would not think of reducing armaments unless Italy, ■ 
which is outside the Balkans, did so too. But Italy in her turn* 
would not reduce unless France and Spain would do the same. 
France would not reduce without Great Britain, and so on round 
the European map. Of course, it would not be fatal to a land- 
di sarm am ent plan if some one or two unimportant European 
states stood out; the security arrangements would meet the 
risks which their defection would involve But, broadly 
speaking, the continental group is the smallest that holds hope 
of real success, and any senous gap in the " generality ” of such 
a group would bring disaster 

The second reason why continental group agreements might 
succeed with armaments on land is that the problem here, unhke 
the problem of naval forces, is chiefly European in importance. 
It is true that Russia and Japan have both great armies, and 
it is also true, as has been said, that without the co-operation of 
those powers Europe could not get as great reductions as with 
their help it could. But when aU is said and done, in land 
forces it is the continental powers of Europe that lead the world. 
It was shown above that South America is already roughly on 
a level with the ex-enemy countries which have been disarmed 
It is the European powers who for fifty years have constantly 
pressed up the standard of armaments maintained It is they 
who first invented and who most rigidly apply the system of 
conscription. It is they who have mvented and produced the 
new and deadly weapons which year by year have added to the 
terrors and destructiveness of war. If they wiU now act 
together, if they will make the arrangements and the so-called 
“sacrifices” that may be required, they can alone do very 
much ; without the help of outside powers they can with their 
land forces make the great beginning which in due time will 
change the poUcy of the world. 

Thus it may be concluded that, again, m land as in naval 
armaments, the ideal plan would be a reaUy general scheme, 


West of Europe to make any progress in disarmament without the East 
of Europe ” 
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including all the countries which have arnnes, perhaps divided 
into group arrangements, but into group arrangements which 
are only part of one single scheme. If such. " generality ” as 
this could not he had, then continental treaties could be made; 
for America such a treaty would be easy to prepare, useful 
no doubt, but not m itself important; but for Europe such a 
treaty, though more difficult to make and less stable and effec- 
tive than if a gi'eater measure of generality were secured, would 
none the less be of vast importance for the future of the world. 

What has been said about land armaments applies, for the 
present time at least, qmte equally to armaments in the air. 
Again, intercontinental warfare is not a danger, and a con- 
tinental grouping might have thus a solid basis in military fact 
But agam, and for the same reasons, a really general treaty 
would be much the best. 

It has been suggested that it might be simpler to deal with 
aerial forces not by general or even continental treaty, but by 
agreement between those relatively few countries which are 
able to produce aeroplanes for war It is held that these 
powers by agreement among themselves for hmitation of their 
own forces and of the machines which they would sell to other 
countries^ could exercise the control that is required This 
rnight be possible ; but it by no means follows that because the 
producing powers are few it would be easier to get agreement 
among them than to get a general treaty. The reverse is 
almost certainly the case. Moreover, it must be remembered 
that no such partial agreement could be for long effective, for 
the sufficient reason that any country which desires to speiid 
the money can easily build up an aircraft industry. 

The Second Meaning of Generality 

The second sense in which it is true that a disarmament treaty 
” to be really successful must be general ” is that it must cover 
not only aU the states which maintain fighting forces, but also 
all the different arms which among them they maintain. 

There is a prevalent idea that disarmament can be carried 

^ Cl, .eg.. Art. XVIII of the Waslungton Naval Treaty {Appendix IV) . 
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through in small instalments that capital ships, for example, 
can be dealt with at one conference, other ships at another 
conference a few years later, armies at yet another, aircraft still 
later or not at all. , The latest form which this idea has taken 
in Great Bntam — a form due to emotions roused by recent 
and terrible disasters — ^is that without waiting for general 
disarmament a conference should be held to agree upon the 
immediate abolition of the submarine as a means of war. 

There is no doubt that in instalments something might be 
done, but it may be doubted whether the results would deserve 
to be called " really successful ” The response made abroad 
to the submarine proposals of the British press and public is 
not uninstructive. To take but one example that is typical of 
the feeling which they evoked in nearly every foreign country, 
a high official in the French Ministry of Marine is reported to 
have said as follows: “ If it is a question of suppressing the 
submarine alone, then France would answer in the negative. 
France considers that the submarine is an exclusively defensive 
arm. If the League of Nations calls a conference to deal with 
the subject of general disarmament by land and sea, however, 
France would gladly fall in with all measures that would be 
decided upon There is, in fact, no real hope that a proposal 
concerning submarines alone could bring results. 

That does not mean that by taking a small part of a single- 
arm it may not sometimes happen that something can be done. 
The results of the Washington Conference prove the contrary. 
Wasliington succeeded in hmiting two classes of naval units, 
and two only: capital ships and aircraft carriers. It was, 
indeed, only by excluding other classes that it reached results 
at all, while both o n_ submarines and aircraft it com pletely 
failed But the price of such a limited success comes up for 
payment later The conference at Washington was not a 
failure; it would be. absurd to minimize the importance of*'’’ 
its work, but it would be no less absurd not to recognize 
its limitations. Subsequent experience has proved that at ' 
Washington only a small part of one single problem had been 
dealt with, that in spite of its agreements, a new and dangerous 
competition in other naval units was destined to begin; that 
^ Exchange News telegiam, November 22, 1925. 



Disarmament 


58 

tl»s new competition threatened to destroy the whole balance of 
^the basic ratio of strength — the famous 5'5’3:i 75:i75 — on 
which the capital-ship Convention was built up 

This is not academic doctrine; it was officially set forth in 
December, 1924, by Mr. Wilbur, the Secretary of the Amencan 
Navy, in a departmental paper, in which for these very reasons 
he demanded another conference to deal with all the types of 
naval craft not covered by the Washington agreement. While 
everyone would admit that by good fortune something might 
perhaps again be done of the same limited kind as was done at 
Washington four years ago, no one in the light of subsequent 
events would now deny that such partial agreements are 
iiUogical in theory, and that in practice they cannot greatly 
help. So far at least it is plain that a “ really successful ” 
plan for naval armaments cannot be made by capital ship, by 
cruiser, or by submanne instalments, but that it must be a single 
treaty covering every ship and weapon used in war at sea. 

For reasons similar in principle though not in detail, a larger 
proposition is just as true The larger proposition is that if 
satisfactory results are to accrue, not only the whole of naval 
armament but also all land armaments as well must be dealt with 
at the same time and in a single plan.^ It is true that navies 
could be dealt with first, as is so frequently proposed ; techmcally, 
indeed, the naval problem is so different from that of land 
forces that even if both were dealt with at one conference a 
separate naval treaty could quite certainly be made. But 
what that "separate treaty would contain would depend on 
whether fleets and armies had been thrown together into one 
single political arrangement covering both. For, m fact, it is 
certain that powers which principally rely on naval forces wiU 
not agree to great reductions until the continental military 
tfowers will do the same No one who thinks about it will deny 
^at this remark applies to England; neither Government nor 
public would accept much diminution of our naval strength if 
our neighbours — ^France and others — ^were free to keep whatever 
army or air-force they desired. And in other parts of Europe — ' 
theBaltic and thejEgean, for example — ^the interlocking of naval 

1 Ci on this point Buell, The Washington Confer$nce, chap, vn : 
'' The Future Weapons of War." 
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and military strength is still more important, as disarmament 
negotiations, if they once began, would quickly show.^ Once 
more, therefore, if the best results are to accrue, there must be 
one comprehensive spheme, prepared from the beginning, both 
in the techmcal and the pohtical Commissions, as a smgle plan, 
to cover armaments by both land and sea; drawn up and 
signed, in separate documents perhaps, but in the same agree- 
ment, and at one conference. 

The same arguments apply, but with still greater force, to 
armaments in the air. The point is obvious. A state without 
an aircraft industry, or weak in aerial knowledge and ex- 
perience, will not agree to reduce its army, if its neighbours, 
who may be stronger in the air, are free to build up aerial 
forces to any strength they like. If it is much inferior in the 
air, its only method of defence agamst attack may lie in 
vigorous counter-strokes on land. It has been said above that 
owing to the peace-time use of aircraft, it is difficult to limit by 
a treaty all the factors that make up aenal military strength. 
But what can be done to deal with aircraft — and though not 
. complete, it may not be ineffective^ — should be done at the same 
time and in the same agreement as that by which armaments 
on land and sea are dealt with. 

The practical reasons for this course also happen to be strong, 
for it is certain that unless some new arrangement can be made, 
there will be a vigorous and very costly competition m aerial 
preparation, and the further this rivalry is pushed^ the more 
disastrous the results will be if another war should unhappily 
occur. The place of aircraft in mihtary operations is becoming 
greater with every year that passes, and it may well be that 

^ Cf. statement by Polish delegate to the Moscow Disarmament 
Conference of December, 1922 * The Russian scheme made no mention 
of naval disarmament This point is of interest to Finland, Esthonia, 
and Latvia . . whose coasts are threatened by the Russian heet stationed 
in the Gulf of Fmland The question was raised by M EnckeU, Finnish 
» * . delegate to the Conference at Moscow The Soviet Government gave 
him a very defimte reply on the point. It stated that it could not discuss 
the question of naval disarmament. . . It was quite clear that, especially 
to states such as Finland and Esthonia, the refusal to deal with 
questions of naval disarmament made the other guarantees [ix , pro*" 
posals for land disarmament) of no value ' N Document C.T.A. 
227 (1923) a (3f chap. XU , infrco. 
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within a not too distant future the aenal arm may dwarf all 
others in importance. To deal with land and naval armaments 
and leave aenal armaments aside might, of course, only 
hasten this result, and from every point of view it would be 
absurd. 

It may, indeed, even be necessary for technical reasons, as 
wil l later o n appear,^ to deal with aerial forces not only at the 
same Disarmament Conference, but actually in the very docu- 
ment which limits armaments on land. And there is yet 
another technical consideration of a different sort. It is that 
aircraft now link up land and naval forces more than ever before, 
and thus make generahty, in the second meaning now being 
discussed, a plain necessity. For aucraft not only operate m 
close conjunction with land forces, so that even when they are 
organized as a separate arm or service they also have to be 
attached m groups to infantry and artiUery commanders in the 
field, but they are now of almost equal importance in naval 
operations. Even in the last war they played a considerable 
part in naval reconnaissance, m anti-submarine patrols, and in 
other ways; since the Armistice they have been much developed 
as weapons of direct attack against even the most powerful 
ships of war. The United States Navy have made experiments 
in droppmg bombs, with the most significant results. A bomb- • 
mg hydroplane, dropping a high-explosive bomb of 2,000 pounds 
in weight — ^less than half the largest size that could even now 
be used — gucceeded, without even hitting its target, m making 
a dismantled battleship turn turtle from the mere force of the 
explosion in the sea. Nor is it only by sinking them in this 
way that large ships can be attacked. Hydroplanes can. now 
launch torpedoes, and may be able to use them with ternble 
effect. According to an authority on the subject, aircraft will 
soon carry artillery of large cahbre, the accurate fire of which 
would be particularly deadly against either merchantmen or 
fighting ships.^ Aircraft, operating either from aircraft- 
carriers or from the shore, have thus become perhaps the most 
dangerous single weapon of attack against ships of every kind, 

1 Cf chap XII., infra, 

* Major Oliver Stewart, TM Strategy and Tactics of Atr-Ftghhng, 
Appendix 
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and to deal with naval armaments and leave them on one side 
would be no less foolish than to do the same on land. 

It may be conclijded, therefore, that to get the best results, 
a disarmament agreement must combine in a single compre- 
hensive plan restrict’ions upon every weapon and upon every 
arm; and exceptions to “generality” of this kind will not 
simplify the problem, as is often thought, but, on the contrary, 
may much increase the difficulties to be overcome. 

The Solution of the Technical Problem 

Before a plan of general disarmament can be formulated 
by the Council there is also a preliminary techmcal problem 
to be solved. Its solution is, of course, an essential part of 
the work that should be done by the Preparatory Committee 
which the Council has set up. 

A good deal has been said in the discussions of the Assembly 
about this preliminary technical problem, and about the 
importance of undertaking its examination The kind of thing 
which the members of the Assembly have had in mind is perhaps 
illustrated by the following passage from the minutes of the 
Third Committee m 1925 . 

M. Munch (Denmark — Ex-Minister of Defence) : 

“ While the Covenant did contemplate a plan of reduction for 
each state, it was apparent that the Council would need a 
general standard so as to decide whether the proposals of the 
various states were proper How would they be able to recon- 
cile the various interests of states with a fixed standard of 
armaments ? Could they reduce armaments without throwing 
over the pnnciple of compulsory service ? Could they carry 
out such reduction by stages What was the method of com- 
parison between standing armies, volunteers, militia, etc. ? 
All these questions, apart from economic and industrial pre- 
paration, would require profound study 

It must be admitted that there has not been great precision 
of thought about the subject up to date. Yet such precision 
is very much to be desired Just because the matter is obscure, 

^ Minutes of Third Meeting, September 17, 1925. 
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it has been asserted by some distinguished critics, both military 
and civilian, that there is no solution; that there is no method 
by which the military strength of different countries can be 
measured and compared, that there are^no ways in which a 
treaty for mutual reduction, even if it could be put on paper, 
could then be made to work. 

If there were not high authority supporting this view, the 
average person would be disposed to qualify it as absurd It 
is the purpose of this book to show that, though it is not absurd, 
it is fallacious; that though the problem is extremely difficult, 
it can be solved There is no machine of human making that 
cannot be controlled by those who made it; the military 
machines of modern times, vast, cumbrous, and puissant though 
they be, are no exception. 

Let us attempt precision. What is the technical object at 
which a Disarmament Conference will aim in the international 
treaties it must make ? It will be this ■ to agree upon the 
military strength which the contracting parties will thereafter 
respectively maintain , that is to say, to agree upon the absolute 
military strength of each of them and upon its strength relatively 
to that of all the rest; to express this military strength of all the 
parties in treaty Scales or schedules m which the forces of each of 
them will be set out ; and so to draw up these scales or schedules 
that what is written down will, in fact, when it is applied, secure 
the result to which the Conference has agreed. 

Analysed into its technical elements, this obj ect involves three 
separate problems 

First, it must be determined what factors of military strength 
shall be taken into account in drawing up the treaty — i.e , what 
factors shall be limited by its terms. Shall the land agreement, 
for example, deal only with the peace-time eflectives of the 
standing arimes, as has been proposed, or shall it also cover 
the reserves by tvhich they are supported, the weapons, arma- 
ment and transport with which they are equipped, the stocks 
of munitions they maintain, the method of enlistment of their 
troops, supplementary cadres, colonial forces, territorial and 
other similar formations ? 

SeOond, after it is settled what factors shall be dealt with, 
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th£re must be found some method of measuring the strength of 
dpferent countries m these various factors when they are 
cbmbined This method need not be absolutely precise, but it 
ijmst be precise enpugh to enable the negotiators at the 
Conference to write down in treaty form the strength allowed 
to any country, to measure approximately what it is that is so 
written down, and to compare it with the strength allowed to 
other parties. It must, in other words, enable the Conference 
to translate into treaty obligations its decisions about the 
strength of different states, and to ensure, for example, that two 
states which it decides shall be of equal strength shall not, in 
fact, be left unequal. 

Third, the Conference must decide what amount of each of 
the factors to be dealt with shall be allowed to each contracting 
party; that is to say, it must determine the relative military 
strength which they are all to have, and must thus establish 
between them what the Washington Naval Conference called the 
" ratio ” 

A few words more may be said on these three problems ; the 
last may perhaps be taken first 

The problem of the ratio is essentially a political question ^ 
It is for the Governments to determme not on technical but on 
political grounds what position m relation to their neighbours 
each of them is willing to accept It has of course a technical 
aspect. On what basis should the ratio of strength between 
different powers be settled ? Should it be the status quo m each 
given factor ? Should it be the maximum demands of each 
contracting party ? Should it be a fixed percentage of these 
maximum demands ? Must allowance be made for geographi- 
cal advantage or industrial strength ? These, it is true, are 
technical questions; but they are no more than details of the 
application of the main political agreement to be made 

But if the question of the ratio is assumed to be solved by 
a political agreement, there remam the first two problems, 
which are technical and nothing else They can be, and indeed 
they must be, studied and resolved quite separately from the 
third. Their substance may best be shown by a simple illus- 
tration Suppose that by political arrangement the Dis- 
^ For a discussion of the problem of the ratio cf. chap, xiii., fjjjfra. 
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armament Conference had agreed that Belgium and Holland 
should be given equal rmlitary strength, and that France should 
be given four times as much as each, how cpuld that agreement 
be transferred to paper in a form that would ensure the desired 
result ? It must be assumed, of course," that equal mihtary 
strength means equal national preparation, and that m the 
adoption of the ratio factors like geographical advantage for 
defence have been neglected or allowed for ,or are cancelled out 
The problem is how to transfer a ratio of 4 • i . i into the detailed 
schedules of a treaty. 

It has been said by an acute military thinlrer that m the 
eighteenth century this could have been very simply done. The 
whole thing was different m the days when professional armies 
had an existence entirely distmct from that of the nation, when 
they went to war on the basis of their peace-time armaments, 
without the rest of the nation taldng any part “ Then the only 
factor that mattered was effectives — mihtary strength corre- 
sponded exactly to the number of trained men-at-arms But 
we are no longer in the eighteenth century, we have to deal 
with “ nations in arms,” and the immense matenal of 
attack with which they are equipped Hence the technical 
problem. 

Even to-day there is one way in which it might be compara- 
tively simply solved; that is, by the application of the rigid, 
‘comprehensive, scientific system of the Treaty of Versailles. 
Under that system every detail of the man-power which 
Germany may maintain, of their enlistment, training, organi- 
zation, armament and transport, of their general equipment, 
and of the whole national scheme of fortification and defence, 
has been laid down If that were done in the case that has been 
taken as an illustration, Belgium and Holland would be given 
anjdentical number of effectives ; among them there would be 
an identical proportion of officers of each rank, they would be 
organized m thesame numbers of battalions, regiments, divisions, 
army corps, and so on, they would be given the same supplies 
of weapons of each class and of ammunition; in every particular 
their treaty schedules would be just the same. For France 
figure in the schedule would be multiplied by four. On 
^stem the preparation of the treaty might be in detail 
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complex, but in its main substance it would be easy to 
draw up. 

But it IS said that no Government would voluntarily accept 
the simple but drastic system of Versailles. If that is true, 
if some more elastic system is required, some scheme that does 
not involve the reorganization of national armies, that does not 
impose a standard pattern of tactical division, that leaves a 
Government free to choose its weapons, to develop some arms 
and abandon others, then the technical difficulties indeed are 
great. How then can the total strength of one country be 
compared with that of another ? How can unequal tactical 
divisions be compared ? How can the power of one weapon 
be measured with that of another ? How can weapons then 
be limited at all ? How can reserves be sufficiently controlled 
to prevent a great divergence in the war-strength of different 
powers as compared with the strength they are respectively 
allowed to maintam m time of peace ? , 

These are thorny questions, as will later on appear. But 
they are not msoluble, whatever may be true of some of the! 
modem difficulties discussed in Chapter IV They can bei 
solved. But although they can be solved they are not less* 
serious than they seem It would be absurd to think that a ^ 
treaty for general disarmament can be simple In its prepara- 
tion, in its negotiation, in its actual terms, and in its execution, 
it will be technically, as well as politically, the most complicated 
treaty ever made So far, whatever may be thought of their ' 
conclusions, the pessimists whose views were given above are 
plainly right. 
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REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS BY SIMPLE BUDGETARY 
LIMITATION 


It may be useful to begin the consideration of the technical 
problem by looking first at certain schemes for its solution 
which have beewput forward m the past, and at the causes of 
their failure A brief attempt to do so will be made in this 
and m the succeeding chapter Though incomplete, it may 
at least serve to show that there is no simple plan, as has often 
been beheved, by which the problem of disarmament may be 
solved. 

The most typical of the attempts at such a simple plan is 
the proposal, frequently discussed before the war in the con- 
ferences of the Inter-Parliamentary Umon, and since the war 
in the Assembly of the League, for a disarmament treaty 
founded solely on a general and mutual reduction of the total 
military budget of each contracting state. It was urged in 
support of this proposal that, once the ratio had been established 
between the parties, budgetary hmitations would provide the 
.easiest means of measuring, or writmg down m the treaty, 
and of subsequently controlling, all the various factors upon 
which their respective military strength depends. There would 
be no need, it was said, to deal with each factor by itself ; military 
effort of whatever kind, whether it be the recruiting of effectives, 
the provision of guns and tanks, or the construction of defences, 
must aU in the last resort be paid for by the state; these pay- 
* ments of every kmd are all a charge upon the military budget; 
if this budget be reduced by a fixed amount, it must inevitably 
mean a corresponding dimmution of military strength A 
general agreement to reduce and limit budgets would thus 
achieve the object of disarmament with the minimum of tech- 


nical difficulty and with the least possible restriction of the 
Government's freedom. ‘ 

|tJnfortunately, the proposal is less simple than it seems. 
To begin with, it would be impossible to csmry it out at aU 

66 
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■without a complete reorganization and standardization of the 
budgets of all or almost all the Governments of the world. 
The sums shown to-day in different national budgets under the 
various headings of military expenditure at the best only 
represent m the roughest way, and, in some cases, do not 
represent at all, the real strength of the respective countries. 
The systems of accounting vary ggeatly, some Governments 
account for gross appropriations, others only include net 
appropriations for expeniture after deduction of vanous 
receipts, such as contributions from other Government depart- 
ments, from colonies or local governments, and so on.^ 
Similarly, some Governments account in their army and na'vy 
budgets for powder factories, dockyards, etc , while others 
treat them as independent state undertakings; some include 
and others exclude such non-effective services as pension 
charges; some countries pay for their colonial troops in their 
national budget, in others the whole cost is borne by the colonies 
themselves.^ All this bemg so, it is plain that the mere reduc- 
tion and limitation of existing budgets would not mean an 
equal reduction in their respective mihtary strength.' ,, 

These difficulties of accounting could no doubt be removed 
by the general adoption of a new standard model of military 
budget, with uniform tables for sho-wmg the various kinds of 
cost; and if the Governments were in earnest about disarma- 
ment, they would no doubt agree to such a change. But 
even that would not remove the real difficulties of the proposal, 
which, indeed, the authors of the budget scheme have never 
really met. There is, for example, the fundamental difficulty 
that equal sums of money, expended by Governments on 
military organization and defence, -will give completely differ- 
ent results in different countries. The most ob'vaous example 
is furnished by the comparison of countries which have con- 

1 E g„ it transpired at the Disannament Conference of 1922 that most 
of the basic supplies of the Russian Army are provided from the pro- 
ceeds of taxation in kmd, and do not figure m the budget cost of the army 
at all. C. 59, 1923, C T A 205, p 9 

» Cf League ' of Nations Armaments Year Book, 1924, Preface, p. 9: 

Xhe fact^must be emphasized that the figures for defence expenditure 
presented in. these monographs do not admit of companson of the figures 
for one country with those for others." 
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scription and which pay their recruits the merest pittance with 
countries which have to pay their long-term voluntary armies 
a wage on which a mamed soldier and his family can live. This 
difference of system would be an obvious cause of difficulty in 
any budget plan that could be devised. 

But even if this difference were abohshed, even if every 
country had conscription or voluntary service, the difficulty 
in question would still remain. It results from the_^difference 
in the standard of living of different countries; it is that which 
explains why Greece or Japan, for example, can mamtain a 
soldier for less than France, France for less than Sweden, 
Sweden for less than Great Britain, Great Britain for less than 
the U.S.A. For this reason, equal sums of money will never! 
give equal mihtary strength, and therefore no agreed ratio j 
translated into terms of gold alone, will give a correspondmg 
ratio in the forces of the different states to which it is applied. 

It is possible, of course, that in the calculation of the ratio, 
that IS to say, before the allocation of defimte appropriations 
to the various parties had been begun, this difference in the 
standard of living could be approximately allowed for. All 
civilized countries now have index numbers, aU of them have 
the economic statistics concerning the consumption of then- 
peoples that would be required. But, even so, if it were 
.attempted in any scientific form, such a series of calculations 
would be extremely hard to make. They might lead to almost 
interminable disputes, and even if first an agreement were 
pnce made embodied in a treaty, there would remain the diffi- 
culty that a rise or fall m soliers’ pay, a rise or fall in the 
standard of hving, or some other circumstance of deliberate or 
normal change, might upset the whole basis on which the 
disarmament agreemeni;had been made. 

It has been proposed, however, that the whole difficulty 
might be met, without any such quasi-scientific arrangement, 
by simply basing the ratio on the actual expenditure and 
practice of the past. It Js said^that if the ratio were founded — 
it win be seen hereafter that there is a strong case on its ments 
fear this proposal — on the status quo of some given year, e.g., 
1913, it might then be possible to get aU countries to agree only 
to expend a certain fixed proportion, the same for aU contracting 
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parties, of their total mihtary and naval budgets for the selected 
ratio year. In this way an automatic allowance would be 
made for differences in their respective systems, in their respec- 
tive rates of pay, and in the standard of living of their respective 
peoples. But this scheme rests, of course, on the assumption 
that the systems of the contracting parties will not change, 
and it would therefore need a supplementary agreement that 
any future change in their existing systems, in their rates of 
pay, in the standard of maintenance of their troops, would be 
reflected in the budgetary appropnations which they were 
respectively allowed. But such a supplementary agreement, 
it is held, should not, with the modern resources of economic 
and mihtary science, be impossible either to make or to control; 
and if it once were made, it might be possible, starting first by 
some spch reduction as 20 or 30 per cent of present budgets, 
ultimately to reach by further subsequent reductions a level 
of national armament which would ensure the peace and 
stability of the world. 

It is plain that this scheme, if it could be worked, would have 
great advantages It would be simple to prepare, it would be 
comprehensive, it would bring immediate and perhaps great 
economies in national budgets, and if, under Parhamentary 
pressure from the parties of the left, it were faithfully observed, 
it would do much to pacify existmg fears and passions and to 
diminish the power of the military machine It would thus 
achieve, at least m a great measure, the objects for which dis- 
armament is desired, and it would do so with the least possible 
restriction on the liberty of Governments in respect of national 
defence. 

But there remains for consideration whether any such scheme 
of limitation by budgetaiy appropriation alone would be 
accepted by Governments as sound Would it give to sus- 
picious and hesitating nations the conviction that the sacrifices 
of strength to which they might agree would not turn out to 
be a trap for their good faith ? Would it, in other words, 
create the mutual confidence without which few Governments 
will take the grave step of agreeing to reduce their national 
strength ? 

In considering these questions, the first important point 
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concerns the means which there would be of ensunng by mutual 
control that no Government should secretly exceed its proper 
allocation by illicitly divertmg to imhtary uses monies voted 
in its budget for civil ends The difficulty is discussed in 
another connection later on ^ It is, of course, true, as is there 
pomted out, that in many countries the publicity of the budget 
and the vigilance of Socialist or other Parliamentary parties 
might suffice to check or to frustrate the schemings of a disloyal 
Administration. But it must be remembered that in some 
countries Parliamentary Government has been suspended, that 
in others it functions very ill The control of budgetary appro- 
priations destined to cover all “ defence ” expenditure of every 
kind, whether on mihtary, naval or aerial forces, each Govern- 
ment retaining hberty to use its money exactly as it liked, 
whether on battleships, on the training of mihtary recrmts, 
on subsidies to fleets of quasi-commercial aircraft, or on any 
other form of preparation — control in such conditions woiild 
be most difficult , far more difficult, to say the least, than that 
of the limited appropriations for specific purposes proposed in 
Chapter IX So great, indeed, would be the latitude of action 
which every Government would have, so immense would have 
to be the scope of any e iquiry into any alleged violation of the 
undertakings given, that it may be doubted whether under 
even the most rigid system of mutual control faithful 
observance could be guaranteed Indeed, it might well occur 
that excessive military expenditure on a considerable scale 
might pass, if not unsuspected, at least unproved. For these 
reasons it seems unhkely that any system based exclusively 
upon the reduction of budgets for national defence would be 
accepted. Such a system would require a measure of mutual 
confidence and. trust whicji, unhappily at the present time, does 
not exist; the prospective signatories to the disarmament 
agreement would almost certainly consider that it would not 
give them sufficient guarantees for its observance; and those 
who themselves were of good faith might reasonably hold that 
the difficulty was greatest just m respect of countries whose 
faithful observance it would be most important to secure. 

There is, moreover, a further difficulty which might deter 
^ Cf. chap, ix., pp. 160 seqq. 
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a Government which was asked to-day to accept a scheme 
based exclusively on budget limitation It is this: that the 
whole balance established by such a scheme, the whole ratio 
of strength mutually agreed upon, might be suddenly and 
utterly destroyed, perhaps even without any infraction of the 
disarmament agreement, by the invention of some new and 
elective but cheap weapon of offence, which could be produced, 
it might be, at neghgible cost, by one or by a few only of the 
parties. It was argued m Chapter IV. above that the secret 
mvention of such a weapon is now quite possible 

Thus it may be concluded that a scheme based exclusively 
on budget limitation would, in theory, be unsound, that in 
practice it would be difficult to work, and that for these reasons 
— whether or not they ought really to prove conclusive — ^the 
Governments would m fact be most unlikely to accept it. 
Even the strongest adherent of the budget scheme would be 
obliged at the least to admit that the case against it is strong 
enough to make it necessary to discuss alternative plans by 
means of which disarmament can be secured 
There is, however, one way in which an exclusively budgetary 
limitation imght be made of use. Although the Governments 
might be unwilling to bind themselves for any length of time 
to a scheme founded on what they would regard as an unstable 
basis, they might agree to do so as a preliminary measure for 
the period durmg which a more comprehensive and satisfactory 
plan was being prepared. It might be suggested, for example, 
that aU the Governments intending to disarm should forthwith 
give a mutual undertaking, which they should embody in a 
simple preliminary agreement, to reduce their annual defence 
expenditure of every kind by a fixed percentage, on the con- 
dition that this arrangement should continue for a certain period 
of time, say perhaps three years, ’or until the Disarmament 
Treaty proper had been made and ratified. This plan would 
have advantages so obvious that they need hardly be explained. 
If a large initial reduction were agreed — ^for example, 30 per 
feent — ^it would secure, without the delay involved in the 
u elaborate negotiation of a more comprehensive scheme, a great 
’.relief to national budgets. It would bind the negotiating powers 
to something concrete, and thus would constitute a mutual 
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guarantee of their good faith. It would render less obnoxious 
and less dangerous the delay that might occur in general rati- 
fication of the disarmament treaty proper when it had been 
made It would create a favourable atmosj)here, not only for 
the negotiation of this treaty, but also for its discussion and 
approval in the national Parliaments of all the states concerned. 
Over so short a period, whatever risks it might involve 
could safely be neglected Even if some countries, by skilful 
manipulation of their permitted budgetary appropriations, 
should succeed in making smaller reductions in their effective 
military strength than that made by their neighbours, that 
fact would hardly matter, since the whole system would be 
provisional, and any inequalities that might result would be 
readjusted when the disarmament treaty proper came into 
force 

It may be said that the plan could hardly be adopted unless 
the Governments were ready to accept a new standard model 
for their military budgets of the sort above proposed It does 
not seem certain that this is true, but even if it were, such a 
standard model could be rapidly prepared by an international 
committee of budget experts, and its general adoption would be 
useful, not only for the purpose of the preliminary agreement, 
but also in drawing up the subsidiary provisions for budgetary 
restriction which may be needed as part of the disarmament 
treaty proper when it is made^ There seems, therefore, 
much to be said in favour of a provisional reduction by simple 
budgetary limitation as a first step towards the more compre- 
hensive scheme that is required ^ 

^ Of- chap pp 149 seqq 

^ The proposal may be compared to that adopted in the following 
resolution of the Second Assembly of the League 

That, subject to the conditions set out in the recommendation 
of the First Assembly, the recommendation that Members of the 
League* should undertake not to exceed for the next two financial 
years following the present year the sum total of expenditure on 
military, naval, and air forces, provided for in the budget of that 
year, be again forwarded to all Members of the League, together 
with a statement showing the replies already received to this 
recommendation ''^Resoluhon 8 of th& Third Committee of the 
Second Assembly 

In view of the conditions of 1921 and succeeding years, this resolu- 
tion was in fact of no great practical value 
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The “ conditions '' contained m the recommendation of the Sixth 
Committee of the First Assembly were as follows 

Pending the ^fuU execution of the measures for the reduction of 
armaments recommended by Article 8 of the Covenant, the Assembly 
recommends to the Council to submit for the consideration of the 
Governments the acceptance of an undertaking not to exceed, for 
the first two financial years following the next financial year, 
the sum total of expenditure on the mihtary, naval, and air services 
provided for in the latter budget, subject, however, to account 
being taken of the following reservations 

1 Any contribution of troops, war material, and money recom- 
mended by the League of Nations, with a view to the fulfilment 
of obhgations imposed by Article i6 of the Covenant or by treaties 
registered by the League, 

2 Exceptional conditions notified as such to the Council of the 
League of Nations in accordance with the spirit of paragraphs 2 
and 6 of Article 8 of the Covenant — Resolution and Recommenda- 
tion adopted December 14, 1920 



CHAPTER VII 

OTHER XJNSUCCESSFUL PROPOSALS 

Other unsuccessful proposals for methods of disarmament 
must now be considered , There comes next m logical sequence 
the abortive scheme laid by Lord Esher in 1922 before the 
Temporary Mixed Commission of the League 

Lord Esher's Scheme- Peace-Time Effectives 

This scheme was designed to deal with land forces only, it 
resembled the budget scheme above discussed in that it sought 
to solve the problem by limiting one only of the various factors 
which make up military strength. It was founded, in other 
words, like the budget scheme, on the doctrine that there is 
one dominant factor, the reduction, limitation and control of 
which would solve the armament problem. 

Although it failed, it included a number of features that are 
of enduring interest and importance, it is worth while, therefore, 
to reproduce the text • 

“ (i) That the size of standing armies in time of peace 
should-be restricted on a numerical basis. 

" (2) That the restriction should be fixed by ratio, 
following the naval precedent at Washington. 

" (3) That the ratio should be confined to metropolitan 
forces, leaving each country to fix the forces required by it 
for colonial and overseas defence. 

” (4) That within six months of the ratification of a 
treaty fixing the ratio, the High Contracting Parties 
shall reduce their standing military and air forces main- 
tained within the metropolitan area in times of peace to 
the scale set forth in paragraph 9, and shall agree that the 
scale will not be exceeded for a period of ten years. 

" (5) That the term ' standing military and air forces ’ 
shaU be held to include all military and air personnel of aU 
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ranks serving either voluntarily or compulsorily in the 
metropolitan areas, with the regular military and air forces, 
all police forces permanently armed, and all permanent 
staffs of leserve or territorial forces, but shall not include 
the reserve or territorial forces. 

“ (6) That the Permanent Advisory Commission of the 
League shall be reconstituted and strengthened, under a 
Chairman to be appointed by the Government of the 
French Republic. 

" (7) That it shall be the duty of the Permanent Advisory 
Commission to report to the League any infringement of 
the treaty embod3ung these agreements, and to prepare 
such plans as may be necessary for its enforcement. 

“ (8) That the Permanent Advisory Commission be 
authorized to nommate naval, military, and air attaches, 
who shall be given by the Governments to which they are 
accredited such facihties and information regarding 
armaments as may be from time to time required by the 
Commission. 

“ (9) That the fixed ratio of the standing mihtary and 
air forces shall be as follows, taking 30,000 men of aU ranks 
as the unit : 


Belgium 


. . 2 

Netherlands 

•• 3 

Czechoslovakia 


3 

Norway 

. . '2 

Denmark 

* , 

. . 2 

Poland , . 

. • 4 

France * . 


6 

Portugal 

* . I 

Great Britain . , 


-• 3 

Bonmania . . • . . 

* • 3 

Greece . . 


3 

Sweden . 

. . 2 

Italy 


- 4 

Spam . . 

• • 3 

Serb-Croat-Slovene State 

* 3 

Switzerland 

. 2 


IST.B — ^The forces of Germany, Austna, Bulgana, and Hungary 
to remain as defined in the Treaty of Peace 


The principles on which this scheme was founded are simplicity 
itself. They are as follows ; 

I. Lord Esher proposed to deal with the forces maintained 
by signatory powers in time of peace. He made no attempt to 
limit the effort they would make or the forces they would build 
up if war should happen to break out. Equally in the scales 

1 Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission, 1922, A 31, 1922, 
C.T.A. 173. 
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of peace-strfength which he proposed he made no special 
allowance in his ratio for the greater war-strength of powers 
with industries suitable for the production of material of war. 

2. He proposed to limit only the effectives — that is to say, 
the soldiers of all ranks actually in service in the standing 
armies He neglected altogether the question of reserves for 
reasons which will be explained in a moment, for the same 
reasons, he neglected territorial forces of all kinds. ^ 

The reasons for this neglect of reserves and territonal forces 
are connected with the conception of what came in the debates 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission to be known as " Period 
A.” This conception may be best explained by a passage from 
the 1922 Report of the Commission : 

“In aU questions connected with the reduction of arma- 
ments,” says this Report, “ it is essential to keep clearly in mind 
the distinction between the two periods into which a war, 
which resulted from an act of aggression occurrmg after a 
general and mutual reduction of armaments, would be divided. 
The first period, which may be called Peiiod A, would be that 
in which each of the beUigerents would put into the field only 
those forces which it had been able, under its reduction agree- 
ment, to prepare in time of peace. The second period, which 
may be called Period B, would be that in which steps would be 
taken to put into the field forces mobilized and trained after the 
outbreak of war. The first period would probably be of a few 
months’ duration; the second would begin with the entry of the 
first war-trained troops, and would continue until each belli- 
gerent had mobilized its full national strength.”^ Lord Esher’s 
purpose was to hmit the forces which each signatory power 
would be able to put in the field during Period A. On general 
grounds he thought it would be absurd to attempt any limita- 
tion of the newly trained forces that would come into action 
in Period B. Moreover, he believed that with the new general 
security system of the League, it is Period A that matters; 
before that period is over the general guarantees of Article 16 
will have become effective. And for Penod A he thought he 
could achieve a just and equal limitation by fixing simply the 
1 A. 31, 1922, C.T.A. 172, p. 13. 
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peace effectives of the standing armies without troubhng to 
restrict either temtonals or reserves. 

In respect of reserves — ^that is to say, of trained ex-soldiers 
used on the outbreak of war to dilute the existing units of the 
standing army — ^he held that, whatever recrmtmg or organiza- 
tion system an army might adopt, there was an automatic limit 
to the possible expansion of its standing forces during Period A. 
He based this contention partly on general doctrine, partly on 
the experiences of the war of 1914. Previous to that war every 
general staff had made the most minute study of the problem 
of mobilization, with a view to expanding to the utmost possible 
degree the forces which it could throw into action in the first 
weeks and months of war. In particular the German staff 
had concentrated on the point, having not only the most perfect 
military machine in history, but also almost unlimited reserves, 
at their command. Yet none of these general staffs, when 
hostilities broke out, could place in the field more than two and 
three-quarter times the number of troops they had maintained in 
time of peace. The French and German staffs both reached 
about this figure. The Russian and Belgian staffs did rather 
less; the British staff, with, of course, a voluntary 
system, mobilized one and three-quarter times their standing 
force. 

, According to certam military experts, the staffs were unable 
to improve on these results, because the coefficient of expansioii 
is limited by two different factors: first, by the power of an 
existmg cadre to provide at a moment’s notice for newly 
mobilized troops the infinitely intncate organization of supply, 
transport, and command without which they cannot be effective 
in the field, second, by the power of any given number of 
soldiers in full traimng to absorb, without too great loss of 
efficiency, reserves who, although they have had experience 
in the past, are out of training at the moment when they are 
called upon to join These experts, therefore, hold that the 
average mobilization coefficient upon which any general staff 
could dare to count would be about two and a half to two and 
three-quarters, and that making all allowances for special 
organization, and for a smaller total force to be manoeuvred, 
as under a disarmament scheme there would be, it could not 
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at the best be more than 25 per cent above what the German 
staff in 1914 achieved.^ 

Lord Esher proposed then to neglect resei;yes, because, how- 
ever many reserves a Government maintained, it could not in 
Period A, with which alone he was concerned, make use of more 
than a certain proportion of them, and a greater strength in 
trained reserves would not, therefore, during that period give an 
undue advantage to one of two powers whose peace effectives 
had been proportionately reduced by a disarmament scheme 
He did this because he desired simplicity and because, while 
every expert agrees that the size of standing forces can be easily 
controlled, the secret preparation of reserves is far harder to 
prevent. But, of course, he recognized that it freedom to 
organize unlimited reserves were thus allowed. Governments 
might not organize only those whom they could use in Period A, 
but a much greater number. The average total of organized 
reserves in conscription countries under present conditions is 
not two and three-quarter times, but about six times the 
numbers of the standing force. Freedom in this respect 
would therefore keep up the level of military expenditure, and 
thus pro tanto would defeat one of the purposes for which 
disarmament is desired. 

Moreover, it would have the inevitable effect of shortening 
Period A. There is no agreed military opinion as to how long 
must be allowed before a staff can place m the field new forma- 
tions created after mobilization has occurred. Six months is 
certainly too long; two months is probably too short. The 
French were only able to place their first new divisions in the 
field in January, 1915 — ^nearly a full six months, but the 
Germans had at Ypres before the end of October, 1914, divisions 

1 The following calculation is kindly supplied by a military fnend ' 

Maximum Dilution os Serving Troops .without too Great 
Loss OF Efficiency 

Within two weeks of mobilization . . Serving troops 30 per cent, 

Reserves 70 per cent — i t., 
mobilization coefficient of 3|-. 

Within six months of mobilization Serving troops 15 per cent, 

Reserves 25 per cent, I^ecruits 
60 per cent — i e„ coefficient 
of expansion withm six months 
6 |. 
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which, had not existed in the previous July. But whatever is 
the nunimum period that may be required, it will certainly be 
shorter for a staff, with large trained and partly organized 
reserves than for a staff with less ^ 

Lord Esher dehbei'ately neglected this fact, because for his 
purpose a Period A of two to three months was long enough, 
and because for at least this length of time a superiority of 
organized reserves w'ould not mean any very great difference 
in the forces which a Government could actually use in action 
in the field. 

3^ For similar reasons he neglected mihtias or territorial 
forces, by which he meant forces whose members are “ part- 
time soldiers ” only. Such territorial forces are in one respect 
superior in mihtary value to reserves , they are organized in their 
full war-strength, and have full war-equipment. They are 
therefore of great importance in a long war, as British experience 
in 1915 sufficed to show But in Penod A they can rarely if ever 
be used for active service. It is calculated by experts that they 
require an absolute minimum of six weeks’ trammg before they 
can be used in war. j The British “ Territorials ” are an excellent 
force, probably as good as any militia in the world. Yet not even 
their warmest admirer believes that they could have been used 
in France sooner than November, 1914 — i.e., four months after 
mobilization had occurred “A Military Correspondent,” 
writing in The Times on the lessons of the 1925 manceuvres, 


1 The following calculation is supplied from the source .cited above- 

Reserves which have had less than six months’ training cannot be 
fit to take the field in modem war 

Keserves which have had six months" training only are of effective 
value four years later 

Reserves which have had one year’s traimng only are of eifiective 
value six years later 

Reserves which have had two years" traimng only are of elective 
value ten years later 

Regies which have had six years’ training only are of effective 
value twelve years later. 


The fact that longer service has a more permanent value has the 
obvious effect of hunting the total number of useful reserves that can be 
system of intensive short-term training, while the fact 
that traimng wears off," as shown m this table, has the further effect 
autonmtically the total number of useful reserves that 
can be turned out by a given standing force under a system. 
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spoke of the statement, much criticized at the time, that the 
old the pre-1914) Territorial Force would require six 
months’ training before being fit to take the field We have no 
equally authoritative statement about the period which must 
elapse before the new Territorial Army ckn be ready I have 
taken the opinion on this point of several General Officers who 
know Territorials well. Their opinions differ, as might be 
expected, . . but my enquiries have led me to the conclusion 
that four months would be a safe average upon which to base 
our military policy, provided that the numbers can he made up 
by war-tra%ned veterans'* 

In view of this opmion, and particularly of its closing phrase, 
it IS safe to conclude that territorial forces will not be used m 
Period A, and that therefore, if his premiss is accepted, Lord 
Esher was justified m excluding from his plan any restric- 
tion upon the hberty of Governments to organize territonal 
troops, 

4. It IS next to be noted that while Lord Esher excluded 
part-time soldiers, he included in the '' effectives ” to be limited 
all full-time soldiers of every kind He expressly specifies 
not only '"all mihtary and air personnel of all ranks servmg 
either voluntarily or compulsorily in the metropolitan areas,” 
but also the permanent staffs of reserve or territorial 
forces” the standmg cadres upon which such forces 

are built up when mobilization takes place), and all classes of 
auxiliary full-time troops, such as police forces permanently 
armed/’ 

This, again, follows logically from his theory that any full- 
time troops m permanent service can be openly or secretly 
trained for active service during Period A, and that, therefore, 
they are an important element not only in the peace-strength of 
a country, but also in its war-strength m Period A — ^that is to 
say, of that strength which in a disarmament treaty he thought 
it essential to restrict, 

5. It is also worthy of special notice that the only restriction 
which Lord Esher proposed for the air forces of the signatory 
states was the inclusion of all ranks of their personnel in the 
total number of effectives allowed to each. In other words, he 
lumped the effectives of the army and the air force together, 
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leaving to each state to decide for itself exactly as it liked 
how great a part of its total man-power would be devoted to each 
different arm. * 

6 In other ways. Lord Esher likewise neglected altogether 
the question of the tactical organization of the effectives he 
allowed He did not deny that one sort of tactical organization 
might very well be superior to another, or that the careful peace- 
time preparation of a highly trained cadre might enable one 
power to achieve a somewhat greater expansion, and therefore 
greater strength in Period A, than another power with equal 
peace effectives could achieve. But he did not believe that the 
various Governments would be willing to accept any control of 
their tactical arrangements, still less that they would accept 
a complete reorganization of their armies on a uniform and 
standard model, and he held that to ask them to do so was 
simply to interpose a dangerous and an unnecessary obstacle 
to the realization of a disarmament plan He proposed, there- 
fore, to leave them full hberty to organize as they might each 
desire, to let them do the very best they could with the 
effectives they were respectively allowed, and to disregard 
the inequalities that might follow from the superior results 
which the TOser and more efficient general staffs might be able 
to achieve. ' 

These suggestions of Lord Esher’s for freedom of tactical 
organization and liberty to develop different arms with a fixed 
total of effectives are not only novel, but also of gr^at interest, ' 
as will later on appear 

7 . Lord Esher also proposed to neglect in his disarmament 
plan other factors of military strength, m respect of which his 
arguments are less easy to explain. 

He proposed, for example, that his scheme should he '' con- 
fined to metropolitan forces, leaving each country to fix the 
forces required by it for colonial and overseas defence ” He 
held that the small number of countries with colonial respon- 
sibilities were in a quite special position, that they required a 
certain number of troops to maintain order among the primitive 
and sometimes savage peoples under their control, that since 
such troops were expensive, and since their work was arduous 
and distasteful, the Governments were certain voluntarily to 
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reduce them to the lowest point they safely could, that in any 
case such troops, often composed in great part of native levies, 
stood on a wholly different footing from those of the metro- 
politan armies, and that for these reasons they, imght be left 
altogether' out of account. 

The pomt will be discussed again, but it may be here observed 
that Lord Esher's argument, to be conclusive, ought to show 
that existing colonial forces are nowadays confined exclusively 
to their primary and legitimate purpose, that they do not 
exceed in strength what is required for this purpose, and that 
thus they do not add in any way to the military power of the 
mother country It would be difficult to mamtain any such 
contention 

; 8, Next, Lord Esher proposed to neglect altogether the factor 

'of the armament with which his effectives were equipped. 

‘ Again, he did not do anything so foolish as to deny that the 
efficiency of troops in modern war is largely dependent on the 
armament they use. But he defended his proposal by an 
argument very similar to his argument about reserves He 
said, first, what is obviously true, that it would be difficult to 
control the stocks of arms and ammunition which a disloyal 
Government might secretly mamtain, that no Government 
would willingly accept a restnction of its liberty to develop or 
increase any weapon which its staff beheved effective; that 
under his plan no doubt some countries by greater efficiency 
would so equip their standing forces as to give them greater 
proportionate military strength than others, but that during 
Period A this difference would be of small account, smce the 
forces mobilized in Period A could not use more than a certain 
quantity of armament; that, therefore, to attempt to iinut 
armament m his scheme would be smiply to introduce a new 
and unnecessary obstacle to its success, and that, instead, the 
proper object to be striven for was the sunple reduction to the 
lowest possible figure of the standing effectives to be maintained 
The reduction of effectives would mean, according to this 
reasoning, an accompanying and automatic reduction of arma- 
ment and equipment, and thus a corresponding reduction of 
the total economic burden which the armed forces involved, 
though, no doubt, the rehef thus afforded would be less than it 
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would be under a more rigid system which also directly limited 
armament as well. 

9. So much for the factors of military strength which Lord 
Esher wanted to restrict What does he suggest for the second 
of the technical problems which must be solved in a dis- 
armament agreement — namely, the problem of the method of 
measuring and companng the strength of different countries 
in these factors ? 

For him, of course, the answer is very simple. He only deals 
with peace effectives, neglectmg all other factors ; he can, there- 
fore, measure and compare the strength of different countries 
by merely measuring and comparing the total man-power 
which they respectively maintain He can write down in treaty 
form, and with what he regards as sufficient accuracy, the 
strength which he proposes to give to different countries by 
simply stating m the treaty schedules what total number of 
effectives they are each allowed. Once his ratio is settled, 
and the allotted man-power of any single state has been 
agreed, there is no further problem • all he has to do is a little 
multiplication or division of the simplest kind. 

In fact, however. Lord Esher introduced another unnecessary 
and, as it proved, unfortunate complication. This was what 
he called the “umt.” In^S4 bf simply stating his proposal 
as follows : ' 

Belgium T . ' ’ . . 60,000 men 

Czechoslovakia . . 90,000 men . 

France . . . . 180,000 men, etc 

he stated it thus : 

“ The fixed ratio of the standing military and air forces shall 
be as follows, taking 30,000 men of all ranks as the unit : 

Belgium . . , . . , 2 

Czechoslovakia . . , . 3 

France 6,” etc. 

If his scheme had laid down a fixed tactical organization 
for the armies of the signatory powers, or if it had included a 
limitation of the amount of armament with which his fixed 
number of men, 30,000, might be equipped, then perhaps the 
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conception of a " unit ” of measurement rraght have been of 
value As it was, it simply served to confuse the thought of 
those who had to consider and report upon his plans 

ft should in justice be added that Lord Esher, m speaking 
of umts, and in choosmg a unit of 30,000 men, had no doubt 
in mind the army allowed to Austria under the Peace Treaty 
of St. Germain, ft was perhaps reasonable to think that an 
easy method of comparison between the forces which he pro- 
posed to allot to every country, and the forces which had been 
granted to a disarmed ex-enemy republic, would be of value. 
Had he suggested the general application of the full Peace 
Treaty system, including limitation of reserves and armament, 
tactical reorganization, etc., no doubt then the adoption of the 
Austrian Army as the unit would have been of the greatest use 
That, indeed, might be an excellent plan for solving the tech- 
nical problem of disarmament,’- but it was not the plan which 
Lord Esher put forward, and for that reason his " umt " was 
not of any value 

10 With regard to the third element of the technical problem 
of disarmament, that of the ratio. Lord, Esher was no more 
fortunate 

Having settled his "unit,” he ^proceeded to construct the 
table of coefficients which is A^^^ced above In fact, the 
proportion between the differe ^^^ ntries established by these 
coefficients corresponds to tlT^oetween the peace-effectives 
which they, respectively maintained before the war of 1914 
began It was therefore based on a principle, and was 
not wholly “ arbitrary,” as was alleged And Lord Esher no 
doubt also thought that if the Governments were willing to 
accept so great a reduction of their forces as he proposed, they 
would not make difficulties about the minor mequalities or 
anomalies which his actual figures might involve So far it 
may perhaps be held that his ideas were a contribution to the 
solution of the technical aspects of the ratio problem 

But the reception which his scheme received, and the universal 
and lively criticisms of his ratio that were made, clearly showed 
that it was an error at that stage to propose any figures at all. 
More -will be said later about the ratio , it suffices for the moment 

Cf, p, 125, mfra. 
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to say that to hxs so-called '‘artificial coefficients’' was^ above 
all other causes, chiefly due the non-success of Lord Esher's 
project ^ 

II. Lastly, Lord Esher made provision, in the most elaborate 
of his clauses, for the mutual control by the signatory powers 
of the observance of their disarmament undertakings. The 
details of his proposals are no longer of any practical interest 
or importance; as for their principles, it is only necessary 
to note that Lord Esher considered some effective system 
of mutual control to be an essential part of a disarmament 
treaty. ^ 

The Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission 

Lord Esher's plan led to no practical results, but it served to 
provoke, both among military critics in general and in the 
Temporary Mixed Commission, to which it was submitted, 
discussions of some value. The Temporary Mixed Commission 
appointed a Special Sub-Committee of most distinguished meffi 
to consider it, and this Sub-Committee drew up a Report, the 
main conclusions of which^^^A3|' Commission subsequently 
decided to adopt. It is here to give a full account 

of all the various points tj ^ ^ ^ ^feiscussed, nor a description of 
the course of the debates^^^^ran attempt may be made to 
summarize the more important views put forward, and the 
provisional conclusions that were reached. 

It will be most convenient in this summary to follow the 
arrangement adopted in the above description of Lord Esher's 
plan: 

I The Tempbrary Mixed Commission, including, of course, 
its distinguished military advisers, agreed with Lord Esher's 
first principle that " the limitation of armaments must be 
imposed on the peace-time strength" of the contracting parties. 

1 Its members were Viscoxint Cecfi (Great Britain), M. Janssen (now 
Mimster of Finance in the Belgian Government), Lieiit-Col Bequin 
(of the French General Staff), General Marietti (of the Italian General 
Staff), Col Lohner (of the Swiss Army), General Inagaki (of the Japanese 
Army) Its Report is to be found in A 31, 1922, C.T.A 173, p 73. 
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By this they meant that it would be absurd to attempt to limit 
“ the effort made by a country should it carry out a national 
mobilization”/ and, indeed, no one has yet given a rational 
explanation of how a disarmament treaty could limit the forces 
or the armaments which a nation fighting for its life could use. 
But they did not mean that they accepted Lord Esher’s view 
that in Kmiting peace-strength it was only necessary to limit 
factors which would affect war-strength during Period A; nor 
did they mean that it was necessary in making up the ratio to 
allow for such factors of war-strength as armament industries 
and so on. On neither point did the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission express a view, while on both some of the military 
critics strongly differed from Lord Esher. | 

These mihtary critics held that it was impossible to consider 
modern war at all except as the clash of nations in arms, of entire 
peoples making use of all the resources which the whole of their 
economic and industrial systems could bring into play To 
confine attention, therefore, to factors which afiect war-strength 
in Period A alone would be, they thought, to make of disarma- 
ment only a trap for nations of good faith. They held it 
essential to consider nbt only Period A, but the maximum 
fotentiel of each signatory is to say, the maximum 

military strength which ehdi^^^pcould develop, measured 
by the maximum armed ford^^^Hife maximum equipment of 
all kinds which, in the cours^Wa prolonged war, and with 
every facility for thorough preparation, it would be able to 
throw mto action; and they rightly observed that if this view 
is taken, if the purpose of a disarmament treaty is to secure 
equahty of limitation upon the factors that constitute war-time 
strength in Period B, then it is not enough to deal with peace- 
efiectives only, there must also be supplementary agreements 
about the peace-time organization of armament-producing 
industries, about peace-time stocks of arms and! ammunition, 
about reserve and territorial forces. All these factors, these 
critics urged, can be dealt with by peace-time measures— «.(?., 
without an attempt to limit the effort made by a country 
should it carry out a national mobiHzation ; and, if their premiss 
is accepted, if the object of disarmament is to affect the war- 
1 Sub-Committee’s Report, Para. “ [a) ” 
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time poUntiel after the end of Period A, the fprce of their 
contentions is quite plain 

Again, on the s^ond point, whether in determining the ratio 
between different powers their respective maximum potentiels 
of war-strength should either be made the basis of the ratio or 
should at least be taken into account, some military critics 
repudiated altogether Lord Esher’s prmciple of 1914 peace- 
effectives, and showed a disposition to substitute for it the 
principle of the potmtiel. It was for this reason that the 
statistical enquiry of the Temporary Mixed Commission begun 
in 1921 was so largely devoted to the industry and to the 
maximum war capacity of the different countries ^ The 
debates on the point, however, were distinctly vague, and its 
further discussion may be usefully postponed. 

2. The Temporary Mixed Commission and the military critics 
all agreed with Lord Esher’s next pnnciple, that “ the size of 
staning armies should be restncted on a numerical basis ” 
But they did not agree that it was enough to limit the size of 
standmg armies, neglecting all other factors of military strength. 

On the contrary, there was general dissent from this pro- 
position. On the question of reserves, no conclusion of any 
kind was reached. The Temporary Mixed Commission went 
no further than to say, as I^ord Esher himself had done, that 
not only actual effectives, but also permanent cadres for reserve 
or territorial forces, must be included in the total troops allowed. 
The military critics likewise confined their attention to the 
standmg cadres rather than to the reserves themselves. They 
suggested, somewhat vaguely, that the proportion of standing 
ca(tes to effectives proper might be established by a umfonn 
agreement among the signatory powers — a suggestion not 

1 Cf. Para 2 of the Report of the Third Committee of the Third 
Assembly; " What is required is an investigation (on statistics) carried 
out as a first step towards the preparation of a general plan for the 
reduction of armaments This plan should be based upon Article 8 
which recognizes the primary importance of national security . . As 
may be clearly seen from the statements received from the diSerent 
countries, the national security of each depends . on the full mihtary 
strength of other countries,” 1 fi , . . " the potential mihtary strength, 

in which an important element is the industrial and economic power of 
each state " 
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without importance/ But beyond this the question of reserves 
was not much explored, and the failure to produce counter- 
propositions might justify the claim that Lord Esher’s neglect 
of the factor of reserves had not been seriously challenged. 

3. The same might equally be said of his contentions about 
territorial forces of part-time soldiers. The mihtary critics 
had urged m general principle that all factors which would 
affect the mihtary potential m a lengthy war must be dealt 
with; and territorial forces are plamly such a factor. But they 
suggested no way in which a liimtation could be made. Nor 
did the Temporary Mixed Commission deal with the question 
m its Report. 

4. The same is not true of Lord Esher’s proposals about 
colonial troops No one agreed with his implied doctrine that 
existing colomal troops are in all cases confined to the task of 
maintammg order in overseas possessions, and protecting them 
against aggression, nor that they do not exceed in strength 
what IS required for these purposes. On the contrary, every- 
one agreed that in some cases colomal troops are an important 
factor m the total military peace-strength of the mother country. 

For these reasons the Temporary Mixed Commission decided 
that it was essential that colomal troops should be dealt with 
in a disarmament treaty. But they recognized that they stood 
on a different footmg from metropolitan forces, that they had 
then own distinct and legitimate functions to perform, and 
they therefore proposed (1.) that " those acknowledged to be 
necessary for the occupation or defence of colonies,” which 
would therefore “ be imable to take part in the defence of the 
mother country,” should (u.) be “ limited m a special agreement 
supplementary to the general reduction agreement.”^ These 
prmciples may perhaps be a sound and sufficient gmde to the 
solution of this matter. It is noteworthy that they were 
specifically agreed to by a French staff officer and by a 
Belgian minister of state. 

54 Agam Lord Esher’s proposals about armament and equip- 
ment engendered hvely opposition, and again counter-proposals 
of a kind were made. It was yet another point on which the 

Cf. pp 137 seqq^., infra 

® T.M.C Sub-Committee Report, Para 3{c). Loc. at. 
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Temporary Mixed Commission and the military cntics were all 
agreed. The former used emphatic language. " The Com- 
mission is of opimon that mere numencal strength alone does 
not express the mihtary force of a state as, in modern warfare, 
in which man acts ’though war material, the combmation 
constituting the armed umt is composed of certain proportions 
of men, of organizmg staffs and of matenal.” And one of the 
French military critics went so far as to assert that, m calcu- 
lating the efficiency of a imhtary force, French experts were 
accustomed to give only one point to their numencal strength, 
as agamst six points to the weapons and material with which 
they were equipped. Certain it is that in modem conditions, 
in which machme-guns, artillery, tanks, tractors, unliimted 
supphes of ammumtion, aeroplanes, and gas, play now an ever- 
increasing part in warfare, a thousand well-armed men could 
probably defeat ten thousand armed only with the best eqmp- 
ment that was available, for example, in August, 1914. It is 
no less certain, as the Temporary Mixed Commission observed, 
that unless weapons and material are controlled by a disarma- 
ment treaty, these results will follow. 

First, it wiU be much harder to secure agreement on the ratio 
on which the treaty must be built, for the poorer powers, and 
those especially without armament-producing industries, will 
suspect that any limitation of their effectives, m which they 
may be strong, wiU throw upon them an unjust and dangerous 
disadvantage. The seeming simplicity of Lord Esher’s plan 
may thus only create another obstacle to be overcome before 
confidence can be engendered and a treaty made. 

Second, it will allow, and indeed make almost certain, quite as 
intense a competition in rival development of weapons as there 
has been hitherto in the increase of total forces The cost of 
armament per man is already growing fast, if total effectives, 
were limited, every staff would concentrate its efforts on increas-l 
ing to the utmost the mechanism of destruction which each man j 
could use; the competition which would follow would create 
suspicion and fear, would inflate mihtary budgets, and might 
thus defeat the main purposes of a disarmament treaty. 

Third, if by any chance war were to happen after the dis- 
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armament agreement had been made, the unlimited quantities 
of armament that would be used would not only make warfare 
in Period A infinitely more terrible than it would be if the treaty 
had imposed a limit on all forms of preparation, but they might 
make the early operations of the war so destructive that it would 
not much matter what happened after Penod A was over. 
Indeed, it is often said by experts that the next war will be 
very short; that there will be no Period B at all. If so, of 
course, the whole basis of Lord Esher's doctnne would be gone. 
And although it is true that Lord Esher proposes in his scheme 
very low numbers for the standing armies he allows, yet even 
these armies would be able to use a quantity of armament 
far greater than they could have used twenty or even ten years 
ago. The time is fast approachmg, mdeed, when effectives 
will no longer be in any sense the dominant factor in land 
warfare, and when material will have taken their place This 
being so, it is plam that a disarmament- tredty founded on the 
exclusive' limitation of effectives might not only meet with 
opposition from non-mdustrial powers when it was first pro- 
posed, but that, if war occurred, it might also in actual practice 
involve, even in Period A, mequalities of mihtary strength which 
it was intended to avoid. • 

For reasons such as this it was unanimously agreed that in 
this respect Lord Esher had gone seriously wrong, that no 
treaty would be worth the paper on which it was written unless 
it dealt with armament as well as men. Once more the military 
critics confined themselves to pointmg out the difficulty; but 
.the Temporary Mixed Commission with some hesitation put 
forward a tentative suggestion as to how the difficulty could 
be overcome “ The Commission recognizes,” they said, “ that 
if a limitation is to be effective, it is necessary that it should 
simultaneously affect the strength of the troops . . ixid material 
either directly or by an indirect method of financial hmitaUon.” 

i In making this suggestion the Temporary Mixed Commission 
were not unaware of the great difficulties of limitmg armament 
either directly by writmg down into the treaty the exact 
quantities of each weapon, etc., to be allowed to each signatory 
power, or indirectly by allowing to each signatory power a 
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fixed sum of money per annum for the purchase and replacement 
of weapons. ' But although they knew the problem to be 
difficult, and althdugh they had not worked out the details of 
their tentative proposal for its solution, they were convinced, 
and they had no hesitation m declanng, that it was essential 
to solve it by some means or other, if the disarmament treaty 
was to be of any use The practical application of their sug- 
gestion for a financial limitation will be examined in Chapter IX. 
In the meantime, it may be taken as an accepted principle, 
established by all the discussions on Lord Esher’s plan, that if 
a disarmament treaty is to achieve the purposes for which it 
will be made, it must limit not only effectives but the armament 
with which effectives are equipped as well 
6 Neither the Temporary Mixed Commission nor anyone 
else came to any firm conclusion concerning Lord Esher’s 
proposals to mclude m his effectives permanently armed police 
forces and other auxiliaries, and to allow to his signatory powers 
full liberty of tactical organization 
On the former point there was hardly any discussion The 
statistical enquiries of the League had indeed established the 
fact that the number of troops required by civilized powers 
for mamtaining order within their frontiers was, accordmg to 
the Governments’ declarations, very small indeed;^ auxiliary 
forces, therefore, were in all likelihood organized at least in part 
for defence against external attacks, and were almost certain 
to be available for that purpose.^ It was therefore tacitly 
assumed that Lord Esher’s proposal was right. 

* In its statistical enquiry the T.M C. had asked the Governments 
to estabhsh " as far as possible a distinction between the forces intended 
for,tB.e maintenance of order and the forces whose purpose was to provide 
for defence against an attack from outside ” (cf. A. 31, C 631, C T.A. 173, 
IQ22, p 8; vide ibtd. for Government Rephes). Commenting on the 
rephes made by the Governments on this point, the Third Comnuttee 
of the Third Assembly said in its Report “ The statements . . show 

that the forces maintained by the various Governments for the purpose 
of the maintenance of internal order are relatively very small; that, in 
consequence, the mihtary effort made by the vanous counfenes is 
almost exclusively mtended as defence against aggression from without ’’ 
(Para 7, A. 124, 1922, iv., p. 8). 

» This conclusion IS certainly supported by the figures given in Para 6, 

p 8, of A 31, C 631, C T A. 173, 1922, and in the Government Rephes. 
Cf. also pp. 132-3, mfra. 
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7. On the point of tactical organization, the militaiy critics 
made two observations, first, that divergence of tactical 
organization would make it almost impossible to measure or 
compare the strength of one army against that of another, 
second, that any suggestion of a uniform tactical unit or 
orgamzation would be so much resented by the Governments 
that it would be a fatal obstacle to progress But they only 
considered the point in connection with Lord Esher’s unit, and 
they did not profess to have reached definite conclusions. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission came no nearer to a 
verdict, though the language they used implies that they were 
disposed to take Lord Esher’s view In speaking of the ihethod 
of calculatmg “ the respective values of different armies ” they 
expressly repudiate the intention of “ imposing a standard 
unit on existmg armies ” 

8. No part of Lord Esher’s proposals was so vigorously 
discussed as the “ unit " by which he proposed to measure and 
compare the forces allowed to different countries It has 
already been said that, since he dealt only with effectives, 
his unit was for his purpose a use*less complication; he could 
solve his technical problem by simply writing in his treaty 
the total man-power allotted to each state. But since lus 
military and other critics had agreed that not only effectives, 
but also other factors, and in particular armament, must also 
lie hmited, it was for them necessary, or at the least it was 
desirable, to^find some fixed unit by which the various factors 
of military strength taken in combination could be measured 
and written down. 

Broadly speakmg, the military critics held that it was 
impossible to find any such “ common measure ” of the military 
forces of different states in time of peace. They held, of course 
rightly, fhat when a measurement of comparison of strength 
was required for a disarmament treaty, it was the strength of 
troops in use that it was nec^sary to know. The question to 
be answered, therefore, was, Will two bodies of men, belonging 
to different states, each 30,000 strong in time of peace, be of 
equal or approximately equal strength after mobihzation has 
occurred — i.e., in Period A ? The answer would depend on 
very many factors: length of training of the men, tactical 
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organization, dilution by reserves, armament, stocks of ammuni- 
tion (a very important point), and so on In each of these 
factors very great' variations of practice by different states 
must, they said, inevitably occur, these variations would 
necessarily affect the real strength of any unit of a pnma facie 
standard size. Since the variations could not be avoided or , 
controlled (this without argument they assumed), no standard 
unit of measurement could be devised which would with any 
degree of accuracy serve as a basis for a companson of different 
armies or which would provide a technical method of writing 
down in treaty form then allotted strength 

It was sometimes said that this contention, that no common 
unit of measurement could be devised, was equivalent to a 
denial that there was any technical form in which a disarmament 
V treaty could be made. But this, of course, is not so, as can 
.^easily be shown Assume, for example, that a disarmament 
conference decided now to limit alkland armaments on the 
exact basis of the status quo. It could be done by allotting to 
the various parties in the treaty schedules exactly that amount 
of every factor of military strength which they to-day maintain 
No unit of measurement would be required The treaty would 
be difficult, but by no means impossible, to write down. 

But suppose that, instead of hmiting armaments ' on the 
basis of the status quo, the conference decided to make a 30 per 
cent cut in strength all round; suppose that it also decided to 
alter the ratio between certain powers from that which now 
exists; and suppose that it decided, as the military critics 
assumed that it must decide, that all factors could- not be 
limited by treaty stipulation; how could the changes to be 
made then be represented in the schedules ? Some way could 
probably be found to do it, though it might involve a negotiation 
only less complicated than that of the ratio itself Obviously 
it would be far easier if there were some comparatively small, 
unit, arrived at by combining certain quantities of each of the 
factors to be limited and agreed as representing for each of the 
parties an approximately equal amount of mihtary strength 
The Temporary Mixed Commission expressed a hope that 
such a unit might be found It did not arrive at any firm 
conclusion, but at least it did not endorse the wholly negative 
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verdict of most military opinion. Its sub-commission, including 
of course> Colonel Requin and his three soldier colleagues, 
suggested that "'it might be possible to take as a unit of 
measure the combination of a certain strength (m effectives) 
and a certain fixed sum of money representmg the remainmg 
factor of armament " This reflected their other provisional 
decision that besides effectives, armament must also be dealt 
with by means of a financial limitation They believed, in other 
words, that if a disarmament treaty could be made at all by 
limiting these two factors only, a fixed combination of these 
two factors would also serve as a sufficiently ]ust umt of measure- 
ment for its negotiation 

At this pomt the problem of the unit may for the time be 
left. 

9 It was said above that nothing did so much to spoil its 
chances of success as the proposals for the ratio which Lord 
Esher embodied in his plan. His principle of basing it upon 
the peace-effectives which the different states maintained in 
1914 was wholly disregarded. The Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission denounced it as a system ** based on co-efficients chosen 
in an arbitrary manner '' Military writers equally objected to 
its crude assumption that, in their vital mterests, Governments 
would accept a position of proportionate power so casually put 
forward. None of them, indeed, had any definite counter- 
proposals to put up. But they felt — it was a matter of feeling 
rather than of argument — ^that ,the matter should not be treated 
in that way; that it was one which would require long and 
arduous negotiations before it could be solved; and that such 
negotiations must lie m the hands of the Governments them- 
selves.^ 

1 This view was indicated m the TMC Sub-Committee's report' 
** Under Article 8 . . . the calculation of the requirement^ of national 
safety constitutes one of the essential bases for the reduction of arma- 
ments. The first factor to be considered when drawing up such an esti- 
mate consists of the replies of the various Governments with regard to 
their requirements . . An estimate of the requirements of national 
safety of any conntry cannot be complete unless it is based on an appre- 
ciation of the dangers threatening that country — ^that is to aay, unless 
it takes into account the forces of neighbouring states and their political 
tendencies, nor yet should such an estimate ignore the assistance that 
might be givdn by other states (ibc- c%U^ Para. r). 
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That their view, though unargued, was not unreasonable, 
will perhaps appear in Chapter XIII when the problem of ratio 
is discussed. ' 

10, Lord Esher’s proposals for a system of mutual control 
were another part of his plan that did not receive muchattention. 
There was a strong tendency on the part of the military critics 
to repudiate any suggestion of mutual control as “ inconsistent 
with the fundamental principle of national sovereignty.” But 
neither the Temporaiy Mixed Commission nor the Governments 
of Members of the League took much notice of this objection, 
as is shown by the stringent provisions on the subject inserted 
both in the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance and in the 
Geneva Protocol ^ It is worth noting that in both these docu- 
ments the authors not only adopted Lord Esher’s principle 
that mutual control is necessary, but also agreed with him that 
the machmery for exercising such mutual control must be 
established as an essential part of the treaty which bnngs 
disarmament into force. 


Before the subject of Lord Esher’s project is left, reference 
must be made to the reception given by the Third Assembly to 
the Report of the Sub-Committee of the Temporary Mixed 
Commission, from which numerous quotations have been made. 

j^e Third Assembly discussed in general terms the principles 
provisionally enunciated by the Sub-Committee in that Report 
— the reduction of peace effectives on a numerical basis, the 
reduction of armament and material by means of a financial 
limitation, the making of a separate supplementary agreement 
for fiidng the troops required for colonial defence, the adoption 
of a unit consisting of the combination of a given number of 
men and a given sum of money — and without entering into a 
detailed examination, it gave them “ its general approval ” • 
It went on to say that it was “ of opinion that these principles 
constitute a considerable beginning towards the task of prepar- 
ing such a treaty [of general disarmament], and it considers that 
the Temporary Mixed Commission should be instructed to press 
forward without delay its investigations on this subject. It 


^ Treaty of Mutual Assistance, Art 12 (vide A 
Geneva Protocol, Arts* 7 and 8) 


III, 1923, IV, p 9. 
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believes that the Temporary Mixed Commission should work 
out Its principles in more detail, should elaborate the method by 
which they can be' applied in the frammg of an agreement for 
reduction, and should then formulate as definitely as possible 
a scheme founded on these principles 

The Moscow Conference for Disarmament, 
December, 1922 

The next unsuccessful proposals for disarmament which need 
discussion are those laid by the Russian Soviet Government 
before the Conference at Moscow in December, 1922, in which, 
besides Russia, there took part Poland (representing both her- 
self and Roumania), Finland, Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania 

It must be said at once that the whole atmosphere of this 
Conference was artificial It was freely said afterwards by 
some of fEe delegates who were present that it had only been 
summoned for what they called " propaganda ” purposes 
From the first day of its meeting it was plam that its chances 
of success were slender In fact, its rapid and ignominiQus 
failure was primarily a demonstration of the fundamental truth 
that disarmament cannot be achieved without the mutual 
confidence bom of a sound and comprehensive scheme of 
security.® But apart from that political consideration, the 
whole Conference had been so iU-prepared that no one in. 
reality expected any practical results 

But the proposals made by the Russian Government are not 
without technical interest, and wiU repay a bnef examination. 
As will appear to the careful reader, some of them seem to 
show that the Soviet authorities had not failed to follow with 
attention the proceedings of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
The scheme they put forward is as follows: 

I. They proposed to deal only with the land forces of the 
various powers Their objection to including naval armaments 

^ Report of the Third Committee to the Third Assembly, A 124, 
1922, IV., p 10 

* It IS true that the delegations all signed a somewhat ansemic Pact 
of Non-Aggression. But a close examination of the negotiations that 
took place shows, nevertheless, that the statement m the text is un- 
doubtedly correct For the text of the Pact of Non-Aggression, vide 
'L.N. Document, C. 59, 1923, ix., C.T A. 205. 
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was above referred to , it was a contributing cause to the failure 
of the Conference 

2. They confined' their attention to the peace-time strength 
of the contracting parties. 

3. They did not discuss in detail the factors to be limited, 
nor whether these factors should mclude those which affect 
war strength in Period B. They contented themselves with 
proposmg a double limitation* first, upon the total effectives 
to be maintained in standmg armies; second, upon the sum of 
money to be expended by each power for the equipment and 
maintenance of these effectives 

4. So far as effectives were concerned, they proposed the 
sweeping reduction shown by the following figures : 


Russia 

Poland 

Finland 

Esttionia 

Latvia 

Lithuania 


Standing Armies , 1922. 

800.000 

280.000 

28.000 

16.000 

19.000 

35.000 


New Limits Proposed 

200,000 

70,000 

7.000 

4.000 

5.000 

8.000 


'They proposed that this reduction, to a quarter of their 
existing strength, should be carried through in the course of 
the succeeding two years. It was to be done in four successive 
stages, a reduction of one-quarter bemg made every six months. 

This suggestion is of interest, as it coincides with calculations 
made by Western military experts as to the rapidity with which 
disarmament measures could be carried through. 

5. The Soviet authorities also proposed the mutual abolition 
of irregular forces. Apart from that, and apart from the 
financial limitation to be discussed in a moment, they made no 
proposals for dealing with reserves, or with auxiliary or terri- 
torial forces. 

6. As for their proposed financial hmitation, they suggested 
that the signatory powers should aU agree upon a fixed '' rate 
of expenditure for each man under arms/' This rate was to be 
a maximum, which the Governments were to undertake not to 
exceed, and it was to be equal for all the signatory powers, no 
allowances being made for the special position or circumstances 
of any of them| 
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When the rate per man had been fixed, it was to be multi- 
plied by the totals of the effectives allotted to the vanous 
Governments, and the results were to be th^ maximum military 
budgets which they would respectively expend. No extra 
additions to these budgets were to be aUowed for any purpose ; 
on the other hand, the sums allotted could be used by the 
Governments in their fuU discretion m any way they wished. 

It was intended, of course, that this financial limitation 
should serve as a restriction upon the cadres and the reserves 
maintained, and the armament and equipment built up by 
the vanous powers. It was, in fact, a generalized application 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission's proposal for limiting 
armament by a fixed budgetary appropriation proportionate 
in amount to the number of the effectives allowed. So far it 
was certainly superior to Lord Esher’s project But its genera- 
lization laid it open to many of the objections which are inherent 
in the " budget ” method of reduction, and which were dis- 
cussed in Chapter VI. Nor did the Soviet authorities propose 
any reorganization of budget procedure or standardization of 
budget schedules and legislation — changes which woulci have 
done something at least to meet the more obvious of the objec- 
tions. In consequence, this promising principle met with a 
disappomting reception from the other delegations. They were 
not slow to point out that although the figure per soldier allowed 
to each Government was nominally to be equal, in fact this 
nominal equality would involve the gravest injustice. For, 
in practice," although aU the Governments represented had 
conscription systems, yet the cost of maintenance per soldier, 
nevertheless, differed widely in their respective countries. 
Moreover, as was pointed out above, a great part of the cost 
of mamtaining Russian soldiers was met by taxation in kind 
which never appeared in the budget, and part of their supply of 
arms and ammunition was provided by a similar system; thus 
imder the plan proposed Russia would have had a large surplus 
to expend on extra armament which the other countnes would 
not have had. 

Unfortunately, the negotiations did not last long enough to 
show whether or not the Conference could have cleared up these 
difficulties, nor long enough even to throw further light on the 
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technical application of the interesting principle which the 
Russian Government proposed. On the contrary, its proposal 
merely served to Increase the suspicion of the other weaker 
powers, and to hasten the untimely end of the proceedings. 

7. The Russian Gdvemment made no further proposals for 
restricting weapons or equipment, but they did propose to 
supplement their disarmament treaty by the establishment of 
neutral zones along the frontiers between the parties. Again, ‘- 
unfortunately, this interesting suggestion met with so cold 
a reception that its technical application was not discussed. 

8. On their side, however, the Russian Government also 
strengthened the suspicions of the other powers by refusing 
to listen to suggestions for the li m itation and control of the 
manufacture of, and traffic in, arms and ammunition. As the 
Russian armament industries are strong, this was naturally 
resented, and no doubt it helped to cause the rupture of 
negotiations. The incident is noteworthy because for the first 
time in practical negotiations it demonstrated the essential and 
vitaUy important connection between voluntary disarmament 
and the restnction of production of, and traffic in, arms and 
ammunition. 

9. The other technical aspects of the Russian proposal are 
also of interest. 

They solved the problem of the “ unit ” by adopting virtually 
as it stood the suggestion made by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission. Their unit was to be the man-under-arms plus 
a' fixed annual sum for his maintenance ; and in terms of these 
combined factors their respective forces were to be compared 
and measured, and their treaty obhgations written down. 
The fact that the Temporary Mixed Commission proposed that 
the annual sum of money should cover only armament, in the 
strict sense of the word, and not all the rest of the military 
budget, was for this purpose an irrelevant detail. 

10. For the ratio, their solution was still simpler. They 
proposed to adhere to the exact ratio of the status quo, and 
to carry out the reduction of armaments by abolis hing an exact 
three-quarters of the existing forces of the different powers. 

The other parties objected strongly to this suggestion, 
holding that it took no account of the specially favourable 
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position of Russia and of her armament industries, etc., by 
reason of which, they held, they should have been allowed 
substantially greater strength in peace-effectives Without 
analysing these contentions m the light of the general doctrine 
of the ratio, it may be observed that " their justice is not 
umversally accepted, and that they merely serve to illustrate 
the inherent difficulty of any disarmament negotiations which 
are confined to a single geographical region, particularly when 
the powers in that region are of most unequal strength. 

II. Lastly, it may be noted that the Russian Government 
proposed an international machinery of mutual control for 
supervising the actual execution of the reduction agreement, but 
did not supplement this by suggesting any kind of permanent 
control or supervision after the first reductions had been made. 

The Moscow Conference formally broke down on the differences 
that arose concerning the exclusion of naval armaments, the 
exclusion of armament production, and the arbitrary character 
of the suggested budget limitation. As the two latter questions 
were largely technical in character, Poland, Finland, Esthonia 
and Latvia jointly proposed, before the Conference ended, to 
form a Committee of military experts to enquire into the 
establishment of a basis for the solution of the technical dis- 
armament question The whole of the proceedings had shown 

that this was exactly what was needed, and, with the minutes 
of the Conference to work on, the Committee, if it had been 
formed, wouid have had some sohd ground from which to start. 
Unhappily the Russian Government did not agree to the 
proposal, and what might have been a valuable investigation 
did not take place.^ 

The Fifth Pan-American Conference, 1923* The League 
OF Nations Naval Conference at Rome, 1924 

This is the logical place in which to discuss the other un- 
successful attempts to prepare disarmament treaties made at 

1 Vide L.K Document, C. 59, 1923, ix , C.T A. 205, p. 6. 

» For further information concerning the Moscow Conference vide 
thtd > also C T A, 227, C.T A. Minutes of Fourth Session, '' La Conference 
de Moscou pour la limitation des armaments. Commissanat du Peuple 
pour les ASaires fitrangdres, Moscou. 
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Santiago and Rome in 1923 and 1924. They can be quickly 
disposed of. 

The Fifth Pan-Amencan Conference at Santiago had as 
Item XII on its agenda . 

'' Consideration of the reduction and limitation of 
military and naval expenditure on some just and prac- 
ticable basis.'" 

Little or no preparatory work was done, however, before the 
Conference met. Some sporadic proposals for extending the 
Washington Naval Treaty to Central and South America were 
put forward by Argentine, Honduras, Chile and Brazil, but 
none of them was accepted, nor did they even serve to provoke 
really serious debates. For the rest the Conference discussed 
security, arbitration and other pohtical aspects of disarmament, 
and never got near enough to the real substance of Item XII — 
which was, after all, the reduction of military and naval expen- 
diture — ^to throw any light on the technical problems under 
consideration in this book 

The debates at Santiago, indeed, served principally to show 
that no practical results on disarmament can be hoped for from 
an ordinary diplomatic conference, nor even from such cum- 
brous quasi-permanent machinery as that of the Pan-American 
Union.^ 

The so-called Conference " summoned to Rome in February, 
1924, by the Council of the League, was not really a conference 
at all. It was a meeting of experts for the preparation of a 
programme for a conference to be subsequently held. It was 
exclusively concerned with proposals made by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission for the extension to the rest of the world 
of the principles of the Washington Naval Convention. Its 
discussion was based on a draft treaty prepared jointly by the 
Temporary Mixed Commission and the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. This draft treaty did little more than reproduce 
in a generalized form the provisions of the Washington Naval 
Convention, with such changes of form and substance as were 
made necessary by the fact that the intending signatories were 

1 Cf Report of Secretary Hughes to the V S Senate on the Fifth 
Fan- American Conference, Washington, 1924. 
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all (or nearly all) of them members of the League. Some of these 
changes were of considerable technical and political interest, 
but they will be more conveniently discussed after the Washing- 
ton Naval Treaty has itself been dealt with 

The Rome meeting was remarkable because it was attended 
not only by the expert naval representatives of the principal 
Members of the League concerned in the new treaty which had 
been proposed, but also by a Russian admiral representing the 
Soviet Government of Moscow.^ It did not lead to any definite 
agreement even on the limited subject-matter with which it 
dealt, because it became plain during the course of the proceed- 
ings that nothing could be done without decisions on matters 
of major political importance, which the naval experts were 
neither qualified nor authonzed to take. The main lesson of 
the meeting was, indeed, that it is useless to ask staff and govern- 
ment experts to carry on preparations for disarmament until 
their pohtical objective has been categorically established fo/ 
them by their Cabinets or by the responsible heads of depart- 
ments whom they serve.^ 

1 Admiral Behrens. The other representatives present were the Naval 
Sub-Committee of the P A C. (t e,, naval representatives of the ten 
states Members of the Councii), together with naval experts from 
Argentine, Chile, Denmark, Greece, the Netherlands, and Norway. 

^ Cf Report of the P.A.C. on The Rome Conference, C 76, 1924, ix. 



CHAPTER VIII 

SUCCESSFUL DISARMAMENT TREATIES (LAND AND AIR 

FORCES) 

Various unsuccessful attempts to make disarmament treaties 
having been considered, attention may now be turned to success- 
ful attempts. They are of two kinds, treaties of reciprocal 
disarmament, voluntarily accepted by a number of different 
powers, and treaties of unilateral disarmament, imposed on 
defeated states by their conquerors. There are some examples 
of both kinds of comparatively ancient date, but conditions 
have so changed that it is better to confine attention to those 
that have been made since the end of the war in 1918. As 
there are great differences in the problems presented by land and 
naval disarmament, it is more convenient to deal with them in" 
separate chapters. 

The Central American Disarmament Convention 
OF 1923 

In 1923 the five republics of Central America, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Salvador, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica agreed upon a 
treaty for mutual and reciprocal reduction and hmitation of 
their armed forces. 

The clauses of this treaty do not require any elaborate 
examination. They are of a simplicity that corresponds to 
the simplicity of organization of that section of international 
society with which they had to deal. It is a section of 
international society which occupies, as nearly perhaps as 
any small group of nations can be said to do, a distinct 
geographical region of its ovm. It consists of states too 
small and too poor to afford the great armaments which 
European nations have built up, even if their peoples 
desired to have them. They are states without commercial 
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aircraft, without the industries that produce armaments and 
the machinery of war, and without chemical industries or plant 
of any kind. Although they have the system of obligatory 
service, they have never built up large conscript armies with 
unlimited numbers of reserves by training for long periods all 
the recruits of every annual class They are virtually, therefore, 
in the condition of those eighteenth-century states among 
whom, according to the military critic referred to in Chapter V 
above, disarmament would have been a relatively simple 
thing. 

j For these reasons there is little in the Central American 
Itreaty that has any bearing upon the complicated problem of 
^European armaments to-day But nevertheless at is worth 
while to glance briefly at some of the technical features which 
it presents. 

1. It is a '' general '' treaty in both senses of the word 

First, it includes all the powers of Central America 

among its signatories it only comes into force when 
ratified by four out of five of them; it would lapse if more 
than one of them denounced it. 

' Second, it covers in a single instrument all their arma- 
ments of every kind, land, sea, and air forces alike 

2. Its purpose is restricted to limiting peace-time 
strength, and its provisions lapse if peace is broken. 
Indeed, on this point it has a definition far looser than 
would b^ accepted by other countries. The signatory 
powers undertake to observe its terms except in the 
event of civil war or threat of war from another state/' 
In such cases '' the right of defence shall not be liirdted 
except in so far as is laid down in existing treaties."^ 
Presumably — ^though the treaty is not explicit on the 
point — after the danger is past the parties are obliged to 
return to the treaty scale of armament; but even so this is 
too great a degree of liberty to receive acceptance in parts 
of the world where mutual confidence xs less and where 
armaments are greater and more dangerous than they 
are in the Central American republics. 

1 Art 4. Vide A. 35 (Part IX), 1923, ix, p 12 
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3. The mam basis of the limitations imposed consists 
in the restriction of peace-effectives to the following totals • 

Guatemala . , . . . 5, 200 men. 

Honduras ^ . . . . 2,500 „ 

Salvador . , . * . . 4,300 „ 

Nicaragua . . . . . . 2,500 „ 

Costa Rica . . • • . . 2,000 „ 

4. These totals are to include the '' permanent army and 
the national guard,” i e , the auxiliary forces used for 
maintaining order internally and on the fiontier They 
also include, presumably, officers, staffs, and cadres (if 
any). No mention is made of reserves 

5. No provision is made for the limitation in any way of 
the ordinary armament and other material with which the 
effectives are to be eqmpped. Presumably the contracting 
parties have no fear of the amount of material which could 
be used by such very small forces as are allowed, or else 
they rely on the poverty of their respective exchequers to 
prevent any great expansion of the armaments that 
actually exist 

6 But there aie various and severe restrictions placed 
upon the class of weapons that may be used The Central 
American republics have no affection for the new means 
of destruction which have changed the character of war, 
and which perhaps if suddenly developed by one among 
their number might mean a mihtary hegemony dangerous 
to the rest. Thus the treaty provides that no signatory 
power may possess more than ten mihtary aircraft } that 
none of them shall ever make use in any way of poison-gas 
or other asphyxiatmg substances;^ and that none of them 
shall acquire any vessels of war except the armed coast- 
guard vessels necessary to the maintenance of order on 
their coasts.^ 

These restrictions no doubt will serve to prevent new 
forms of dangerous and costly rivalry, and it may be that 
in them will he the chief value of the treaty to the states 
that made it 

" 4 = Art 5. « Art. 4. 
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7. Article 3 of the treaty imposes an absolute prohibi* 
tion of the trafiic in “ arms, munitions, or other military 
stores ’ ’ as between the different Central'American republics. 
It makes no mention of the traffic with the outside world, 
and it is difficult to see what value the mutual prohibition 
of export among these republics can have, if each of them 
is free to import as many arms as it desires from the out- 
side world. But the clause is of interest as a recognition, 
though a curious one, of the fact that the arms traffic is 
intimately related to the execution of a disarmament 
agreement 

8. Lastly, the treaty institutes a rudimentary form of 
mutual control over the observance of its clauses It 
consists in the exchange, at six-monthly mtervals, of re- 
ports drawn up by each Government " on the measures 
adopted in execution of the present Convention.” Again, 
it is a system that demands a mutual confidence among 
the parties which in other parts of the world does not 
exist. 

Tire treaty thus described is an almost exact application, 
with some additional restrictions of weapons and some extra 
compensating elasticity, of the principles which Lord Esher 
proposed. Those principles were adequate for Central American 
society; it does not follow that they are adequate for the world 
at largfe. But the fact that the treaty was made at all is a 
valuable proof that even in the less highly developed portions 
of the world, where international relationships are less em- 
bittered than in Europe and the militarization of society is 
less extreme, a policy of reciprocal reduction and limitation of 
national armaments is recognized to be a necessary condition of 
peace and social progress. 

The Disarmament of Germany: Treaty of Versailles, 
Part V (Land and Air) 

Part V of the Treaty of Versailles constitutes the principal 
modem example of the second class of disarmament treaty' — 
i.e , treaties of unilateral disarmament imposed on defeated 
states by their victorious neighbours.- Its clauses are of 
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particular interest and importance, because they were designed 
to deal with the greatest national army and the most perfect 
military machine which history has seen, and because, if they 
are successful, they will achieve for the most militarized of 
modern nations precisely that demilitarization which every 
civilized people now desires 

Moreover, as their analysis will show, these clauses ^ve 
guidance of great value concerning some of the technical 
problems to be faced m the making of a general treaty of dis- 
armament They do not cover the whole ground, for the 
simple reason that by the Treaty of Versailles only one power 
was affected; the unilateral disarmament of one single state 
only was carried out Thus no attempt was made to establish 
a given relation between the armaments of Germany and those 
of the rest of the world, nor even, as it happened, between the 
armaments of Germany and those of the other three ex-enemy 
states disarmed by the treaties of St Germain, Trianon, and 
Neuilly. Part V of the Treaty of Versailles, therefore, has no 
light to shed on the problem of the ratio and how it can be 
established among a large number of powers of widely different 
strength and size But, on other problems, on the factors of 
military strength which it is desirable to limit, on the detailed 
ways in which their limitation can be effected, even on the 
methods by wh^ch a unit of measurement could be established. 
Part V and the corresponding parts of the other Treaties of 
Peace have much to teach. 

They furnish, indeed, a model which, if it were followed, 
would render comparatively simple the task of a disarmament 
conference Once the conference had agreed by negotiation 
on the ratio to be established between the different states, it 
could proceed to make its treaty by the general application of 
the method of Versailles, with the certainty that, so far as it is 
humanly possible by a disarmament treaty to do so, the scales 
of armament allotted in its schedules would faithfully reproduce 
the ^adopted ratio. 

It is true that Part V does not deal, as probably no treaty 
of disarmament can directly deal, with some modern factors 
of military strength. But, apart from this consideration, it 
is as nearly perfect an attempt to limit by treaty the strength 
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of a given country as any that could be made. It was indeed 
earned out in the most favourable possible conditions. The 
supreme difficulty in disarmament negotia'tions is bound to be 
the reluctance of the Governments to accept reductions, or to 
give up their liberty of action in vanoiis ways. But at Ver- 
sailles this difficulty did not exist The Allies supplied for 
Germany all the goodwill she may have lacked. The method 
has its drawbacks when it comes to execution, but for the writing 
of treaty clauses it is pure gain. The military experts of the 
Allies thus had full liberty to make the perfect model treaty, 
and it must be remembered that for months a great gathering 
of distinguished soldiers devoted their fuU attention to the 
task.^ We may be sure, therefore, that nothing of importance 
was forgotten or passed over that could be of use in restrict- 
ing German strength to the nominal level which the AUies 
fixed. 

If the Governments were altogether whole-hearted about 
disarmament, if they had no arr%ere-pensee of any kind, they 
would, no doubt, accept for themselves at least the system 
which they imposed on Germany, if not proportionately equal 
scales of strength. In practice, however, though we may desire 
it, we can hardly venture to expect, as has been said above, 
that other Governments will voluntarily accept the rigid system 
of Versailles, But even if they will not accept it all, parts of 
that system, and the principles on which it was founded, may 
be capable of adaptation to a general treaty It is with this 
conception "of it, therefore, with the idea in mmd that its pro- 
visions may be taken as a model, that the Treaty of Versailles 
must be discussed.- 

' It will be convenient once more to follow the general art ange- 
ment of the subject adopted for the discussion of Lord Esher’s 
plan. 

I. Object of the Disarmament effected . — ^Part V of the Treaty 
of Versailles differs from Lord Esher’s project in that its purpos^ 
is not merely to limit peace-time strength, allowing suspension 
of its provisions if war should happen to break out. On the 
contrary, it assumes that Germany will never be allowed to go 

The work was done under the personal supervision of Marshal Foch 
and Sir Henry Wilson. 
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to wax again. It even goes so far as to define the purpose for 
which the German^ army shall exist: it "shall be devoted 
exclusively to the maintenance of order within the territory 
and to the control of the frontiers The limits laid down in 
the treaty can never' be exceeded, even after Germany has 
become a Member of the League, unless and " until they are 
modified by the Council of the League,” acting — since there 
is no stipulation to the contrary — ^by unanimous vote.^ Even 
this power of the Council to modify the linuts laid down appheS 
only to the arms and ammunition with which the German 
army is equipped, not to the numbers of the German army 
itself. 

This being so, there is no attempt to limit merely those 
factors of military preparation which are of importance during 
Penod A. Every factor which can be limited, whether it 
affects Penod A or Penod B, is brought into the system. The 
whole is designed to ensure that the military strength of 
Germany shall never be greater than that which the treaty 
allows. 

2. Effectives — Germany is permitted to maintain a maximum 
army of 100,000 strong.' This figure includes the staffs, 
officers and men of all ranks, the staffs and instructors of the 
few military schools that are allowed, and even the officers 
serymg in the Ministnes of War in the different German states. 
This IS a rigid and all-embracing limitation of effectives " on a 
numerical basis i.e. , by the establishment of a total maximum 
number of men that may not be exceeded. 

3 . Tactical Organization . — The organization of the army is 
laid down in detail. It must consist of not more than seven 
divisions of infantry and three of cavalry,^ grouped under not 
more than two army corps headquarters staffs.^ It is precisely 
stipulated in elaborate tables exactly how the headquarters 
staffs of divisions and army corps shall be composed.® The 
strength of every unit of every kind— -regiment of infantry, 
trench-mortar company, divisional squadron, field artilleiy 
regiment, signal detachment, divisional medical service parks 
and convoys, etc.— in both officers and men, is laid down in 


* Art 160, § I 
^ Art, 160* § 3, 


* Art 164, § 2 3 Art i6o, § i 

« Art. 160, § 2, and Table I. 
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exact numbers, which are maxima that must not be exceeded.^ 
It IS provided that only certain emits — an infantry regiment, 
a cavalry regiment, a regiment of field artillery, a battalion of 
pioneers — ^may have a depot of their own. The Great German 
General Staff is to be dissolved, and must not be reconstituted 
in any form.^ The “ maintenance or formation of troops 
differently grouped or of other organizations for the command 
of troops ... IS forbidden.”® 

In other words, the whole German army is to be reorganized 
from top to bottom on a new plan laid down in an international 
treaty to which Germany, under compulsion, has agreed. This 
is to be done in order to enable the Allied Governments to 
estimate more exactly the imhtary strength which Germany 
maintains; to enable the control of her army arrangements 
and of her total effectives to be more easily carried out ; and to 
prevent her army from being so organized that it could be 
easily and rapidly expanded to a much greater size. Among 
other things, it has, of course, the effect of depriving Germany 
of all liberty as to the use of her permitted man-power, as to 
the arms she will develop, or the proportionate effort of different 
kinds which she will make. It imposes on her a stereotyped 
and unalterable system, which does not allow for changes in 
the nature and conduct of modern wan 

We are entitled to assume that these provisions have a 
genuine military value; that they do really help to limit the 
strength of the German army, to render control over that 
strength simpler and more effective, to prevent its diversion 
to new and more dangerous methods of war, and to make its 
rapid increase harder for the Germans to carry out. If this 
were not so, the Allied mihtaiy experts would not have given so 
much thought to the preparation of these clauses, and so much 
thankless labour to securing their observance in the past six 
years. 

4. Reserves — Besides the provisions for a uniform and 
stereotyped tactical organization, there is much more m the 
treaty which is designed to prevent the expansion of the German 
army beyond its permitted strength. Its clauses deal in detail 
with the formation of cadres, the maintenance of reserves, 

1 Art. 160, § 2, and Table I. • Art. 160, p. 2. “ Art. 160, p. 3. 
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and the training and practice which the army is allowed to 
have 

(fl) It is provided, m the first place, that the officers 
of all grades, including all the staffs of every kind, and the 
instructors at military schools, may not exceed m number 
4,000 — one-twenty-fifth of the whole permitted strength.^ 
The purpose of this restriction is, of course, to prevent 
the permitted force from bemg organized as the cadre for 
a much larger army If there were a very high proportion of 
officers the staff would obviously be able to mobilize a 
greater force on the basis of the prescribed effectives than 
they will with this rigid limitation on the number of their 
skilled persons capable of orgamzing work. 

{h) With the same purpose it is provided that even the 
army administrative services consistmg of civilian per- 
sonnel, and therefore not included in the number of pre- 
cribed effectives, “ will have such personnel reduced in 
each class to one-tenth of that laid down in the budget of 
1913 But for this provision much of the organizing work 
of the army might have been done, and a great skeleton 
administration might have been built up, by unenlisted 
but highly trained civilian personnel. 

(c) Another supplementary clause, inserted with the 
same intention of limitmg the skilled organization of the 
German army, appears a little later in the treaty. “ In 
no case must formations, administrative service, or general 
staffs include supplementary cadres 

(^^) Next, and most important of all, the conscription 
system is abolished in Germany, both for officers and men. 
None but volunteers must be enlisted. All officers must 
be professionals, and must undertake to serve on the active 
list for twenty-five years at least, or until the age of forty- 
five.^ Other ranks must be recruited for a period of service 
of not less than twelve consecutive years ® 

Further, the number of either officers or men discharged 
in any year before the expiration of their term of service. 


1 Art. 160, § I. 
* Art. 175. 


* Art. 161. 
® Art. 174. 


3 Art. 178, § 2, 
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for any reason whatever, must not exceed more than 
5 per cent of the total strengths fixed respectively for 
officers and men — 4,000 and 96,000 ^ 

Conscnption was ahohshed in Gennany largely because 
the British Government of the day believed it to be a 
dangerous cause of militarism and of inflated armaments. 
Most of the continental allies, afraid of its abolition as a 
possible precedent for themselves, would have allowed 
Germany to keep it But the British Government prevailed ; 
and the effect of its success is to prevent the German staff 
from buildmg up the big reserves which conscript armies 
always have Indeed, so stringent are the provisions 
about replacement and discharge, that the German staff 
will not be able to form even such reserves as are possessed 
under the voluntary system by the British army. The 
clear intention of these provisions is to prevent any reserves 
of any kind from being formed by the organized passing of 
well-trained men out of the service into civil life. 

{e) Further, it is laid down that ex-officers who previously 
belonged to any formation whatever in the army, and who 
have now gone into civilian life, must not take part in any 
military exercise of any kind, whether theoretical or 
practical, and must not be under military obhgations of 
any kind.^ 

This, of course, is again a provision designed to prevent 
the f orgs^ation of reserves — ^its importance lies in the exist- 
ence of great numbers of veterans of the world war, and 
is therefore temporary. 

(J) With the same purpose of preventing The training of 
any men beyond the 100,000 prescribed effectives, and parti- 
cularly of preventing the training of officers or organizers, 
the number of military academies and similar institutions 
is cut down to the absolute minimum essential to an army of 
100,000 men, and the number of students admitted to them 
is so limited as to correspond exactly to the number of 

1 Arts. 174, § 2, 175, § 4, In the Treaties of Trianon, etc , an addi- 
tional clause appears under whick it is provided that if, in any year, a 
greater number than 5 per cent leave the service, their places may not be 
filled by new enlistments 
3 Art. I 75 > § 3 ‘ 
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commissions vacant in the service ^ The previously 
existing schools for non-commissioned officers are abolished 
altogether. 

Here again the supply of possible reserves or of supple- 
mentary cadres cut oh at source. 

(g) In the same order of ideas it is provided that no 
German military missions may be sent abroad, and that 
German nationals shall not be allowed to take service in 
foreign armies ^ Yet another way m which trained reserves 
might be made available is thus closed 

{h) Lastly, it is laid down, m rigid terms, that all 
measures of mobilization or appertaining to mobilization 
are forbidden 

The German staff are to have no opportunity of any kind 
for practising the expansion of their standing forces, nor 
even, indeed, for puttmg those forces themselves on to 
a war footing There can be no doubt that this must 
make far more difficult any attempt to prepare effectively 
for the use of large numbers of reserves in time of 
war.^ 

It is fair to conclude from the above provisions, when they 
are thus taken aU together, that the Allied military experts 
attached a great importance to the question of reserves, that 
they determined to prevent the German staff from maintaining 
or organizing any reserves whatever with which, to augment 
their prescribed effectives, that to this end they ;^t in every 
clause they could devise for prohibiting the open or secret 
training of supplementary civilian orgamzers, officers, or men; 

^ Art 176 2 179. 3 178, p I 

^ The importance of actual manoeuvre practice, particularly on a large 
scale, as an essential part of the preparation for the operations of war, 
IS perhaps well illustrated to the civilian by the following remarks of 
The Ttmes* “Military Correspondent/' who has already been quoted 
above. Speaking of experiments in the lorry transport of infantry 
m the British Army manoeuvres of 1925, he writes. “ The Third Divi- 
sion has now specialized for two years m practising these * bus-column ' 
movements— last year by battahons, this year by whole brigades. 
The Eighteenth Bngade carried out some very good night work of this 
nature ... New lessons are learned every time such movements are 
attempted, chief one being the need for forethought, mastery of 
detail, oxid pfiichce '' — The Times, October 20, 1925. 


S 
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and that, as a result, if the Treaty of Versailles is observed, 
Germany, if she were involved in war, would only be able to 
mobilize on its outbreak the standing forces which she is allowed 
in time of peace 

5. Auxiliary Forces — ^The Treaty of Versailles does not 
follow the simple plan adopted by Lord Esher of including 
in the prescribed effectives which are allowed all such auxiliary 
forces as armed police, and so on. But it does limit those 
auxiliary forces strictly by other supplementary clauses, and it 
includes among them not only police but all permanently 
employed state of&cials who might, owing to the nature of their 
work, by any possibility be tramed as soldiers. 

Thus it provides that all such officials as customs officers, 
forest guards, and coastguards — i e , services whose members 
are in many countries armed — ^must not exceed in number the 
officials functioning in the same capacities in 1913 — an absolute 
restnction to a maximum figure that must never be exceeded. 

For the gendarmerie and police— services whose duties do 
not depend, like those of forest guards, etc., on an invariable 
factor, that is, on the extent of territory to be looked after, 
but on a variable factor, the numbers of the population — ^it is 
laid down that they may only be increased to an extent corre- 
sponding to the increase of population since 1913 in the various 
districts in which they are employed. 

Lastly, it IS stipulated that none of these officials may ever 
be assembly for military training ^ 

There can be no doubt that the authors of the treaty were 
right in imposing these restnctions on all the Government 
services whose whole-time employees may m the pursuance of 
their ordinary duties require to be armed, who^can be secretly 
organized under the direct control of Government departments, 
and who might therefore be converted without difficulty into 
auxiliary troops of great military value. It is said by experts 
that, in spite of these restnctions, the German armed police 
are, m fact, an effective mihtary force. It must be remembered, 
however, that they are at present composed almost exclusively 
of war-trained vetoans, which cannot continue indefinitely to 
be true; while the prevention of mass-training must, in the 

1 Art 162 
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nature of things, make it every year more difficult for the 
German staff to ha^idle them efficiently enough to make them 
of value in an actual war. 

6. Mihka and Territorial Forces — Again the Treaty of 
Versailles is more rigid than Lord Esher's plan, m that it abso- 

^lutely forbids the organization or training of any sort of militia 
,or territorial force — that is to say, of any part-time soldiers " 
— ^whether voluntary or conscripted 

This prohibition is, of course, included in the wider prohibi- 
tions above referred to, by which any training of any persons 
beyond the prescribed effectives is forbidden. But these wider 
prohibitions are also supplemented by special clauses under 
which absolutely every form of voluntary association — 
^universities, schools, societies of ex-service men, shooting or 
touring clubs, and so on — are prevented from occupying them- 
selves with rmhtary matters in any way, from giving any 
instruction or exercise to their members in '' the use and pro- 
fession of arms,” and from maintaining connection with the 
Ministry of War or other military authority ^ 

Again, therefore, it may fairly be said that the Allied experts 
thought it worth their while to exhaust their ingenuity in 
devising provisions of every kind to prevent Germany from 
building up anything in the nature of territorial forces. 

7. Colonial and Air Forces. — ^The question of colonial forces 
does not arise in the Treaty of Versailles, as all Germany's 
colonies were taken from her and given to other f^untnes to 
administer under mandate 

There is equally little to be said about air forces. The only 
provision of more than temporary effect on this subject is 
that the armed forces of Germany must not include any 
military or naval air forces.”^ As this provision raises the 
whole problem of the value of restricting warlike preparation 
in the air, comment may be deferred to the chapter where that 
subject is discussed ^ 

8. Armament i MuniUonSf and Material. — With this matter 
the Treaty of Versailles deals as exhaustively and thoroughly as 
it does with the formation of reserves. Its authors had no 
idea that, if the effectives of Germany were reduced to a very 

^ Art. 177. a Art 198. ^ Qf chap, xii. 
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modest figure, it would not matter with what armament and 
matenal they were equipped On the contrary, with their 
minds full of the conception of the " war of guns ” and of the 
decisive value of an " overwhelming weight of metal,” they 
once more inserted in their treaty all the Restrictions which they 
could devise. 

(а) To begin with they started by prohibiting Germany 
altogether from using or possessing certain of the more dangerous 
modern means of war The prohibition of military and naval 
aircraft has been already mentioned; to them were added 
“ poisonous or other gases and aU analogous liquids, materials, 

, or devices,” armoured cars, tanks, and all similar constructions 
suitable for use in war ^ No guns of any kind of a calibre 
greater than 105 mm. (4 inches) are allowed at all, except for 
the defence of the fortified works and fortresses which Germany 
is permitted to retain.^ 

Thus the German army is entirely deprived of all the most 
effective modern weapons, and is restricted to the relatively 
simple armament of the later nineteenth century, 

(б) Of those weapons which she is allowed to use, Germany 
is only granted a comparatively small number. Each weapon 
is dealt with in detail in the schedules attached to Part V ; the 
numbers allowed per unit, and the totals for the whole army, arg 
both laid down. Thus, in this list of prescnbed weapons it is 
provided tlmt she may have per infantry division (of a maximum ' 
strength 0^10,830 men) 12,000 nfles, and for the whole army 
84,000 ; for the infantry division she may also have 108 heavy 
machine-guns, 162 light machine-guns, 24 3-mch field guns, 
12 4-inch howitzers, and so on.® 

The whole of her armament is thus prescribed, even to the 
last rifle, in an elaborate treaty list, and on a scale much lower 
than that which every other modern army now possesses. | 

(c) To the totals ]ust mentioned, whidi are given in the 
schedules to Part V, the German Government is, however, free 
to add an optional increase for replacement purposes, up to one- 
twenty-fifth part for small arms and one-fiftieth for guns The 
figure is modest enough to be of small account ^ 

1 Art, X71 2 Art. 164, and Table II 

* Art. 164, and Table II « Art. 164 
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(d) In addition to the limitations of weapons, the amounts 
of ammunition which Germany may keep are also rigidly 
restricted. Again, there is a schedule laying down the stocks 
that may be retamed for each permitted weapon For each 
rifle there may be 400 rounds, for each machine-gun 8,000, for 
each field gun 1,000, for each howitzer 800 ^ That these totals 
are not excessive is shown by the fact that the annual peace 
expenditure of ammunition for a field gun is, at a high average, 
about 400 to 500 rounds, in an army whose practice-ammunition 
IS not restricted by treaty. 

Moreover, these stocks of ammunition, which are maxima in 
no case to be exceeded, must be stored at points to be notified 
to the Allied powers, and no other stocks or depots of any kind 
may be created ® 

The Allies cannot have been unaware how difficult this part 
of their system would be to supervise, and, in fact, there can be 
little doubt that so far it has not been well observed. But there 
can be equally little doubt that it has enormously reduced the 
quantities of ammunition which Germany possesses, and the 
amount which, if she were involved in war, she would be able 
to use durmg Period A This fact is of general importance. 

(e) It should be added that for the fortified works and 
fortresses which she was allowed to maintain — t e., those on her 
coasts and on her southern and eastern land frontiers, such as 
they were in 1919 — Germany is permitted to keep the number 
of guns of all calibres with which they were then equipped. 
This number, however, constitutes a maximum which cannot 
be exceeded, and the stock of ammunition with which the guns 
are furnished is reduced to 1,500 rounds for light guns and 
500 rounds for heavy guns.® 

, (/) All guns, weapons, ammumtion, and material possessed 

' by Germany in 1919 in excess of the permitted quantities had 
1 to be handed over to the Allies to be disposed of or destroyed 
under their control It was part of the function of the Allied 
Commissions, whose task will be later on discussed, to receive 
and deal with all consignments of weapons and munitions so 
delivered by the Germans ^ 

1 Art. 169, Table III 
* Art. 167. 


4 


2 Art- 166. 
* Art, i6g* 
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9. Produchon of, and Traffic m, Arms and Ammunition .- — As 
aa ad]unct to their provisions concerning arms and ammunition, 
the Allied experts included in their treaty very strmgent 
measures concemmg the production of arms and ammunition 
in Germany, and the traffic m them between Germany and 
other countries It was, indeed, obvious that if they were to 
be able senously to hope for the observance of their other 
limitations, they would be obliged to institute a control over 
the commerce and industry of armaments, for unrestricted 
production and freedom of trade would have made it virtually 
impossible to delect fraud, to discover secret hoards, or to check 
the quantities legitimately in the possession of the German 
army. In consequence the Allies insisted on the following 
provisions . 

’ (fl) The manufacture of arms, munitions, or war material 
of any kind is only to be carried out in a restricted number 
of factones where the Allies specifically permit it.' Every 
other arsenal, armament factory, or other establishment 
for the making or designing of arms, is to be shut down and 
its plant destroyed (It was in pursuance of this provision 
that the Krupp works, the greatest armament factory in 
the world, which employed more than 100,000 men, were 
converted to exclusively peaceful uses ) 

The Allies only allowed sufficient plant to be retained 
to supply the prescribed quantities of arms and ammunition 
given above ^ 

( 5 ) The manufacture in Germany, for export to foreign 
countries, of arms, ammunition, or material is absolutely 
forbidden 

(c) „Sjrailarly, , importation from abroad is forbidden.' 
Thus, there can be no commerce of any kind whatever 
between Germany and the outside world in weapons or 
material of war. 

10. Fortifications , — ^Little need be said about fortifications. 
The arrangements for the coasts and for the eastern and 
southern frontiers of Germany have been already mentioned. 

1 Art. 168. 
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On her western frontier Germany was obliged to create a broad 
demilitanzed zone, in which no fortifications of any kind may 
be mamtamed^ The significance of this zone can be more 
usefully discussed m a later chapter ^ 

II. Allied Superviston and Control.— A. whole separate section 
of Part V is devoted to defining the rights and powers of the 
Allied Commissions of Control which were entrusted with the 
task of ensuring the faithful execution and observance of the 
provisions above described 

Again the Allied experts omitted nothing which they thought 
could help them to achieve their aim They orgamzed two 
separate stages of control • first, that during which, within the 
various time-limits laid down, the initial reductions would be 
made, the effectives brought down to 100,000, the surplus 
armament handed over, the armament plant destroyed, and so 
on; second, the permanent mamtenance of the reductions which 
had thus been made For the first stage they set up special 
Allied Commissions with the widest possible powers; for the 
second they provided that the Allies could hand over their 
responsibilities, when they felt it right to do so, to the League 
of Nations But the League was not in any case to take charge 
until it had been agreed by the Allied Governments that the 
prescribed reductions had all, in fact, been made 

The Allied Commissions were empowered to go to any point 
in German territory as often as they liked, to make their head- • 
quarters at Berlm, to procure through qualified representatives 
all documents or mformation which might be required, to receive 
delivery of all the arms and material which Germany was to 
hand over, etc The German Government on their side were 
obhged to grant every possible facihty to the Commissions, 
yto furnish to them all the information they might demand, and 
in other ways to help them in their task Again it will be more 
convenient to postpone discussion of the working of the Allied 
Commissions, and of the arrangements made by the League 
of Nations for the second stage of the control, until a later 
chapter ® 


i Art. 180, 


® Vide chap. xv. 


® chap. xvii. 
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The Disarmament of Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria- 
Treaties of St. Germain, Part V,' Trianon, Part V, 
and Neuilly, Part IV. 

.Germany’s three allies, Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria, 
were also disarmed by the Treaties of Peace The provisions 
applied to them were so very similar to those imposed on 
Germany that little need be added to the description that has 
been given of Part V of the Treaty of Versailles The few 
differences of importance may be briefly dealt with. 

I. Tactical Organization — Much the most important of 
them consisted m the granting to Austria, Hungary, and 
Bulgaria of a greater measure of freedom than had been allowed 
to Germany in the tactical organization of their armies In the 
German army not only were the permitted kinds of units 
specifically laid down, and the maximum strength of each pre- 
scribed, but it was also stipulated that Germany must have not 
more than seven infantry and three cavalry divisions. Since 
it was also prescribed of what units a division must consist, her 
whole tactical organization was thus imposed upon her in a 
rigid system. There are no corresponding clauses in the other 
three treaties. Certain kinds of unit are forbidden altogether; 
but for all permitted units not only a maximum but also a 
minimum strength is laid down in the schedules, and, subject 
to the observance of these maxima and minima, liberty is left 
to the various staffs to decide for themselves what kinds of unit 
and what tactical formations they will create.^ 

This leaves them free to decide for themselves, for example, 
whether they will have cavalry units at all, and if so in what 
proportion, whether they will combine cavalry and infantry 
in mixed brigades or not, and so on. It also leaves them free 
to settle the main lines of their own army organization. There is 
thus on this point a much greater measure of elasticity than 
there is in the Treaty of Versailles, 

On the ofiier hand, there is no sacrifice of the main purposes 
which were -sought in the corresponding clauses of Versailles. 
Those purposes were to facilitate control over the numbers of 
^ E.g,, Art, 104 of Treaty of Tnanon. 
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the German army, to prevent the diversion of its forces to new 
and more dangerous methods of warfare, and to piohibit its 
organization into numerous skeleton cadres which could be much 
expanded if mobilization should ever happen to occur. These 
purposes are all secured by the prohibition of certain kinds of 
weapons and by the estabhshment of maximum and ininimum 
strengths for each permitted unit. For, of course, the variation 
allowed in any unit was relatively small, as these figures show : 


Umt. 


Infantry division 
Cavalry division 
Regiment of infantry 
Battalion of infantry 
Cyclist group . . 


Max%muyn EffecHves 

^ , 

Officers, Men 
414 10,780 

259 5.3S0 

65 2,000 

. x6 650 

18 450 


Minimum Effectives 


Officers Men 

300 8,000 

180 3,650 

K 2 . 1,600 

12 500 

12 300^ 


Malgins such as this give the Staff a certain freedom, but they 
do not make it possible for them to use the prescribed effectives 
to build up the skeleton cadre of a much greater army than it is 
intended they should have 

It is also to be particularly noted that these schedules of 
maximum and minimum strengths are uniform in all the 
Treaties of St. Germain, Trianon, and Neuilly They have 
thus established a standard system common to three 
armies. 

2. DmUations of Weapons,~As a necessary consequence of 
this elasticity of tactical organization, a modification of the 
method of limiting weapons had to be adopted. If an infantry 
division might consist of anywhere from 8,300 to 11,194 men, 
it wa.s not possible to allow it a fixed number of, say, 12,000 
rifles without running the risk that it might have a considerable 
and an undesirable surplus. The obvious course was therefore 
adopted- — that of establishing a fixed relation between a given 
number of men and the maximum amount of armament which 
they might have In order to avoid errors and to facilitate 
measurement of the permitted totals, the number of men 
selected as the basis of calculation was small, to wit, one 
thousand , and for each thousand men, whether cavalry, infantry 

1 yide, e g , Table IV, part v. Treaty of Trianon 
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or other troops, the following amounts of arms and ammunition 
were allowed: 

Weapons. Rounds per Weapon. 


Rifles or carbines . 


500 

Heavy or light machme-gnns 


10,000 

Light trench mortars'! 

2 { 

1,000 

Medium „ ' 

^ 1 

500 

Field or mountain guns or 
howitzers 

3 

1,000 


N B — No gun, mortal, or howitzer over 105 mm (4 inches) calibre is 
allowed. 

It must be noted that once again slightly more liberty of 
action is permitted to the staff, but that, none the less, a very 
stringent limitation is achieved. Again the arrangement is 
common to the three treaties, and thus there is produced a 
standard unit of measurement and comparison by means of 
which the respective strengths of the thi'ee disarmed states 
are, in fact, described and written down in the treaties, and 
by means of which these strengths can, with all the accuracy 
that is humanly possible, be compared. 

As the question of the unit of measurement will arise again, 
it is worth pointing out how this unit of the Treaties of 
St. Germain, Trianon, and NeuiUy is obtained First, a great 
number of factors of potential mihtary strength are altogether 
forbidden ; reserves, territorials, aircraft, gas, and all the other 
•more powerful kinds of weapon . Then the outline of a standard 
tactical orgamzation is imposed All this having been done, 
a fixed relation is then estahlished between a given number 
of effectives and the maximum quantities of every kind of 
permitted arm and ammunition with which that number of 
effectives may be- equipped. And it is important to note’ that 
what matters is this fixed relation — ^the proportion established 
between man-power, weapons, and ammunition The use of 
the word " unit ” may indeed be misleading For it does not 
matter in the least whether the proportion be established on 
the basis of Lord Esher’s figure, 30,000 men, or of 10,000 or 
1,000 or I. The number of 1,000 happened — ^given the size 
of the three armies reduced by the treaties now in question — 
to be a convenient basis for the arithmetic required. But a 
larger number might be more convenient for larger armies. 
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That is a minor point; the essential thing m the clauses now 
being discussed is the fixed relation between man-power, 
weapons, and ammunition which they set up This relation 
provides a satisfactory means of measuring the respective 
strengths of the armies in question because, as a result 
of the other restrictions upon the states concerned, it covers 
all the factors of their strength that really matter, and 
constitutes a standard combination of these factors common 
to all three treaties. As has been said above, it would no 
doubt be possible to make a disarmament treaty without 
adopting any standard unit, nor even any standard pro- 
portion between the various factors of military strength which 
it was desired to limit But no one can read through the 
disarmament clauses of the Treaties of St. Germain, Trianon, 
and Neuilly without reahzing how very much the drawing up 
of these clauses is simphfied by the existence of a standard 
unit, and how much greater still would be the value of such a 
standard unit, or at the least of a standard proportion between 
different factors of military strength, m the preparation of a 
general treaty. 

Theremammg points of interest in the Treaties of St. Germain, 
Trianon, and Neuilly require no more than the briefest 
mention. 

3! Reserves — In addition to the Versailles restriction upon 
the proportion of officers (in fact, the proportion allowed is 
one-twentieth instead of the Versailles one-twenty-fifth the 
total effectives), the three treaties hmit the number of non- 
commissioned officers to one-fifteenth of the whole. This again, 
of course, is with the purpose of limiting the skilled organiaang 
power of the armies,^ and it is a most important addition. 

4. Mohhzation , — special provision is inserted forbidding 
preparatory measures for the Government requisition of 
animals — ^in some countries, particularly in the Balkans and 
in mountainous districts, a most important part of army 
mobilization.^ 

^ E g , Art 104, Para 2, of Treaty of Trianon 

^ E g ^ Art 106, Para, 3, Treaty of Trianon. 
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5. Police . — In the Treaty of NeuiUy, Bulgaria is given a 
special right to organize, in addition to her gendarmerie and 
police, a frontier guard, not exceeding 3,000 men in number. 
They may be armed with rifles, but the number of rifles, for 
aU auxiliary services combined, must not exceed the total 
of 13,006.^ 

6. Manufacture of Armaments — ^The three treaties all pro- 
vide, in identical terms, that the manufacture of armaments 
may for the future only be carried on in a single factory in 
each country, which must be the property of the state and under 
its control, and the production of which must be strictly con- 
fined to supplying the prescribed requirements of the army in 
arms and ammimition.^ Thus all the very difficult problems 
of private manufacture are solved by the simple method of 
cutting the Gordian knot It is another example of the great 
advantage in making a disarmament treaty of not having to 
depend on a limited measure of Government goodwill. 


A number of different plans for land disarmament have now 
been discussed, some unsuccessful, some embodied in the 
treaties which are the foundation of the European system. 
Weansome though the process of description and analysis 
may have been, it will be found of value m the attempt that 
will be made in Chapter IX to suggest the principles upon 
which a genefal scheme of land disarmament can be built. 

1 Art. 69, Para 4, Treaty of Neuilly, 

* E g., Art. 115, Treaty of Tnanon. 



CHAPTER IX 

LAND DISARMAMENT SUGGESTED PRINCIPLES FOR A 
GENERAL SCHEME 

The purpose of the present chapter is to suggest, in the light 
of what has hitherto been said, the principles upon which 
plans for a general treaty of land disarmament may be drawn 
up. The points discussed will relate to two only of the technical 
problems involved in the making of such plans: first, to the 
factors of military strength which must be taken into account 
and limited by the terms of the disarmament treaty; second, 
to the method of measunng the strength of different countries 
in these various factors when they are combined. 

Nothing will be said about the ratio to be established be- 
tween the states to be disarmed As was previously argued, the 
question of the ratio is primarily a political problem, and one 
which is better dealt with separately and last. For the present 
purpose it will be assumed (though this would certainly be the 
reverse of the actual order of events) that the Disarmament 
Conference has agreed upon a ratio, and that it is faced simply 
with the problem of transferring its agreement on to paper in 
such a way that no injustice will be done, and that the military 
strength allowed to each party will really correspond tg that 
which the Conference has decided it should have.^ 

There is a Balkan saying that “the best is always best/’ 
If it is senously desired to reduce and limit the military 
strength of the countries which have not yet disarmed, if it 
is decided to estabhsh among them for the future an agreed 
balance or ratio of strength, there can be no better method 
for the purpose than to follow the most perfect model in exist- 
ence, and to apply the reduction and limitation system df the 
Treaties of Peace. The first guiding principle of all, therefore, 
ought to be, if the Governments were sincere, that the closer 
1 Cf supra, cliap v. 
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they adhere to the system of Versailles and Trianon, the better 
will be the disarmament treaty which they make. 

There is, moreover, a special reason why it is desirable that 
the Disaimament Conference should apply the Peace Treaty 
system The disarmament plans are to 'be League of Nations 
plans, the disarmament treaty a League of Nations Treaty, 
among the Members of the League are now included all the 
four states which have already been disarmed; can any general 
scheme be satisfactory as the basis of future relations among 
the Members of the League, unless it is founded on an absolute 
equality of treatment for them all ? The keynote of current 
foreign policy happens at the moment to be that of reconcilia- 
tion between the enemies of the war, and the reinstatement 
of Germany in a position of legal, political and moral equality 
with other powers But apart from that perhaps temporary 
consideration, is it really to be expected that four Members of 
the League will indefinitely endure a system which places 
them in a position of material and moral inferiority ? — 

It is, of course, possible that equality between Germany and 
other Members of the League should be established by a relaxa- 
tion of the Versailles system m favour of Germany and her 
allies, instead of by the imposition of that system on the other 
Members. But it is improbable that such a course would in 
practice be allowed by France; and it is most undesirable that 
it should be. For m the question of disarmament there is 
another specfal reason why the best is much the best. It is 
this; that the more rigid the disarmament which is agreed,; 
the more comprehensive the scheme adopted, the more factors of. 
military strength with which it deals, the simpler is the technical' 
pfdblem to be solved. This may look at first sight like a 
paradox, but that it is true every sentence of the present 
chapter ought to show. It can be proved to be so by simply 
conjuring up the vision of a conference at which all the parties 
pr^ent had agreed beforehand to apply to themselves the whole 
sysbatn of Versailles. The task of such a conference would be 
confined to reaching an agreement on the ratio which its Members 
should respectively accept. And once they had reached that 
agreement, they would have absolute confidence that their 
disarmament treaty would give them each, as nearly as any 
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written instrument could give them, the relative strength 
upon which they had reciprocally agreed. 

But in spite of 'these powerful reasons — they ought to be 
powerful, whether or not in practice they will be so — not even 
the most optimistic can hope with any confidence that the other 
Members of the League will thus voluntanly accept the whole 
system of Versailles. It becomes necessary, therefore, to 
consider what alternatives to that system can be devised. 
But none the less the guiding pnnciple above referred to still 
holds true; in this consideration of alternative plans, it is 
stiU right at every moment to remember that the closer the 
Governments stick to the Peace Treaty system, the better will 
be the work they do. 

In addition to that general introductory principle, two others 
like it may be mentioned. The first relates to Lord Esher's 
doctrine of " Period A ” It is no doubt desirable in a dis- 
armament treaty to limit not only factors of military strength 
which affect Period A, but also, as is done in the Treaty of 
Versailles, those which affect Period B as well No treaty 
which does not limit both can be completely sound. But it 
may occur that the hmitation of factors which only afiect 
Period B — for example, great numbers of reserves, Militia or 
Territorial forces, armament factories and plant — may create 
great or even insuperable difiiculties at the Conference. If that 
should happen, such factors may be neglected with less reluc- 
tance than they could be if they afiected Period'A. For it is 
a plain principle of the matter that while Period B is important, 
it is far less important than Period A. This is already true; 
and the relative importance of Period Ais all the time increasing. 
The last big war, indeed, was very long, and only in the later 
stages did fighting reach a high pitch of mtensity. But that 
will not be so in the next big war, if there should be one All 
the new large-scale weapons, and especially bombing aircraft, 
gas, and the newer types of tanks, have much increased the 
chances that a belligerent might secure a rapid victory by sharp 
decisive blows 

Equally from the point of view adopted by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission, Period A is of chief importance. If the 
Covenant and the various supplementary security plans are a 
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success, the League of Nations should be able during Period A 
either to settle by peaceful intervention any quarrel out of 
which war might arise, or to organize a joint resistance to the 
aggressor winch should brmg about his speedy downfall and 
defeat. While, therefore, it is desirable to bear m mind the 
risk of a protracted war, that risk is much less senous than the 
risks of Penod A, and, if we cannot deal with all, it is on the 
factors that make armies strong during Period A that we must 
concentrate 

The other general principle of which something must be said 
has been already mentioned It is that it is desirable to limit in a 
treaty only those factors over which it is possible afterwards to 
exercise a fairly adequate control. If mutual obligations to 
reduce a certain weapon are given and taken, and if in violation 
of them some disloyal state is able treacherously and secretly 
to increase its stock far beyond the accepted limit, those obliga- 
tions become a trap for nations of good faith It may be better 
to make no limitation than to risk disaster by such an unfor- 
tunate result. 

But of course this principle is not simple m its application 
There is no a-pnori rule as to what can be controlled and what 
cannot It all depends on the measure of freedom which the 
Governments are willing to give up Almost any warlike 
preparation can be discovered, however carefully it may at 
first- be Jiidden, if expert and impartial investigators from 
abroad are given full powers to make the researches that may 
be required. Thus we come again to the question of goodwill — 
the question in which lies so great a part of the whole problem. 
If the Governments really mean to make the changes in their 
general policy which a programme of disarmament ought, -if it is 
serious, to entail, if they are prepared to sacrifice their sovereign 
liberty of will, not only as regards the kind and amount of 
.apnament they have, but also as regards their present right 
to’ keep their preparations secret, then almost any kind of 
armament or weapon can be controlled. But if they wish to 
retain their present power of secret preparation, if they restrict 
the right of impartial international enquiry, then in many ways 
the' agreed reduction of armaments may involve unfair risks 
to loyal states Since we cannot know beforehand how much 
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goodwill the Governments will bring to the Disarmament 
Conference, whether their sacrifice of present freedom will be 
small or great, the present examination of its programme must 
be made with a double hypothesis in mind. 

There are, then, three general mtroductory principles which 
are agreed: the value of the Peace Treaty system as a model, 
the primary importance of Period A, and the need for adequate 
control over every factor with which the Disarmament Treaty 
will be made to deal. To them we must add certain other 
modifying considerations. 

The first is that in the Treaty to be made the Disarmament 
Conference cannot limit the purpose of the Contracting Parties’ 
armies as the purpose of the German army was limited by the 
Treaty of Versailles. They cannot lay down that these armies 
“ shall be devoted exclusively to the maintenance of order 
within the territory and to the control of the frontiers,” for 
they have to bear in mind the stipulations of Article 8 concerning 
“ the enforcement by common action of international obliga- 
tions,” and the general undertakings of the Covenant and of 
various special treaties which may oblige the Members of the 
League to take a share by military action in the international 
policmg of the world For this reason it may be impossible, 
for example, to forbid the signatory states to practise the 
mobilization of their forces and to make general preparations . 
to that end; there must be provision for the suspension of 
disarmament if joint international action should be required; 
and other similar changes from the system of Versailles may 
perhaps result 

Next, whether we like it or not, we must count on the virtual 
certainty that the continental powers, whose armies we most 
desire to reduce and limit, will stubbornly refuse, for reasons 
above discussed,^ to give up the principle of universal and 
compulsory short-term service. This evidently involves a 
vital and a drastic alteration in the Versailles plan. 

Again it is only too probable, though of this happily we cannot 
be so certain, that many Governments will refuse to give up 
their hberty to develop whatever arms they please, and to 

^ Cl chap iv , supra. 
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choose for themselves, with all or almost all the freedom 
which they now possess, the weapons with which their troops 
shall be equipped. 

If these predictions should prove to be correct, various 
problems of much complexity will obviously arise. Can army 
reserves, for example, be dealt with by treaty in any way at 
all ’ Can armament as a whole be hmited ? Can individual 
weapons be restricted, and if so, how ? Or must all these 
factors simply be neglected ? 

These discouraging prospects, together with the difficult 
questions which they raise, and together also with the intro- 
ductory principles above discussed, form the starting point 
from which the detailed consideration of the techmcal problems 
of disarmament may be begun. These technical problems, 
it may once more be repeated, are two. What factors of 
military strength shall be dealt with ’ How can these factors 
be so combined as to permit comparison between the strength 
of different states ? The solutions to them, and the answers 
to the riddles which they involve, will be sought in the examina- 
tion of the various factors one by one. 

I. Standing Effectives . — ^Everyone is agreed that the effectives 
of the standing armies must be reduced and limited, as they 
were both in Lord Esher’s scheme and in the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, “on a numerical basis ’’ That is to say, each state 
must not be allowed so many divisions or bngades, but a fixed 
maximum nfimber of men, which its effectives in time of peace 
must never exceed. This fixed maximum number must include 
all ranks of its army: staffs, officers, men, instructors and 
cadres. 

This hmitation of peace-time effectives will no doubt not only 
in itself be the most important element in land disarmament, 
but it will also be the basis upon which, ,as in the Treaty of 
' Versailles, other limitations will be built.* If other factors of 
military strength are also dealt with, the number of men allotted 
to each signatory party will correspond exactly to the ratio 
co-efficient which it is allowed. This initial and fimdamental 
limitation is not only a prime necessity, but it has the advantage 
that its observance is easily controlled. The effectives of a 
peace-time army carmot be hidden; even in present conditions 
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they are always known to the mihtary attaches of other 
powers. 

2. Auxiliary Forces: i.e., Armed Police, Forest Guards, 
Coastguards, Customs Officials, etc - — There can be no doubt that 
auxiliary forces, the members of which are armed and are in 
the full-time service of the state, must in some way be limited 
by the disarmament agreement. If Governments were left 
entirely free to maintain as many of such forces as they liked, 
they might be able, if inspired by disloyal motives, to build up 
a dangerous supplementary army which would bring their real 
military strength above the level which they were allowed, 
and thus disturb or totally destroy the balance of the ratio on 
which the treaty had been based.^ 

Fortunately, the Peace Treaties provide logical and satis- 
factory principles by means of which the numbers of such 
forces to be allowed to each signatory power might be decided. 
Such forces, broadly speaking, are of two kinds: first, those 
charged with the execution of certain definite duties, such as 
collecting customs, guarding forests, and so on, for the execution 
of which the number of men required varies with certain fixed 
unchanging factors, such as the number of ports and frontier 
stations, the area of forest land, the length of coast-line, and 
so on; and second, those charged with the general maintenance 
of order, whose numbers, ceteris paribus, must varj^ with changes 
in the numbers of the population. For each kmd the Peace 
Treaties provide a satisfactory basis of hmitation. For the 
former they lay down that the number of officials or employees 
of the various services, customs officers, and so on, ” shall not 
exceed that of the employees or officials functioning in these 
capacities in 1913.” This is an absolute restriction to a figure 
that may never, without change of the treaty, be exceeded. 
The year 1913 was chosen as a basis because it was in 1919 the 
last normal year of peace, because no state was then disarmed, 
and none, therefore, had endeavoured to increase its services 
of this kind beyond the numbers necessary for the efficient 
execution of their proper duties. 

For the second kind, gendarmerie and police, it laid down 
that their numbers might only be increased beyond those 
^ Cf. chap, van., supra. 
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enployed in 1913 " to an extent corresponding to the increase 
of population,” 1913 again being taken as the basic year for 
the reasons explained above 

It would seem possible to apply these same principles in a 
general treaty to all the states whose land armaments are 
dealt with. There is no valid reason why any Government 
should object to their application to itself, 1913 might even 
be taken as the basic year, if there were thought to be advantage 
in so doing. Probably, however, it would be better to adopt the 
figures of the status quo in some post-war year. There have 
been so many great territorial changes since 1913, and so much 
movement of population, that complicated calculations would 
be needed if that year were taken. These calculations could, 
of course, be made, but since there is nothing abnormal in the 
post-war numbers of the gendarmerie and police, at least in the 
vast majority of countries, there would seem to be a balance 
of advantage in taking some such year as 1925. 

But if this were agreed, there would remain the question 
whether any limitation should be placed upon either the 
armament with which these auxiliary forces may be equipped, 
or the training which they may be given. It would, of 
course, be possible to impose such limitations, and, if the 
system of control is adequate, fairly easy to ensure their 
observance. Moreover, most states would certainly be willing 
to accept limitations — e.g., to arm such services only with 
revolvers or rifles, never to assemble them for mass military 
training, and so on^ — which would m no way alter their present 
invariable practice, nor in anyway diminish the efficiency of the 
services for their proper functions. 

But such limitations as these on numbers and equipment 
would obviously be an alternative to the other policy, which 
jLord Esher proposes, of reckoning such whole-time auxiliaxies 
las an integral part of the total peace effectives to be allowed 
jto any state. For if such auxiliaries are to be counted as 
equivalent in mflitary value to the regular troops of the standing 
army, if they are to be included in the total force for whiich the 
agreed ratio coefficient of any state provides, that state must 
plainly have fid! liberty to train them as it trains its regular 
troops. And the point thus raised is not an easy one. In some 
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states to count the armed police as equivalent to the army 
would clearly be unjust; m other states, it would be equally 
unjust not to do so. Italy, for example, had in 1923 at her 
disposal a force of 120^000 men (carabinieri, i.e., gendarmerie. 
Royal Guard of Pubhc Safety, and customs officials) — a force 
which is not only armed, but which is so organized and trained 
that the Italian army, in fact, used them in the field in their war 
of 1915-1918. Poland in the same year had a force of 60,000 
men similarly armed, trained, and organized; Latvia a force of 
5,000 — a large figure proportionately to her size ; while a number 
of states, for example, Finland, Lithuania, and Bulgaria, make 
no distinction whatever between their police and military 
forces. 

To meet this difficulty two alternative plans are possible. 
The first is to secure a general agreement on Lord Esher’s 
principle, and to count the members of the auxiliary services 
among the peace effectives to be allowed, giving hberty to every 
state to train them, if it so desires, as it trains its other forces. 
The second is to secure general limitations like those of the 
Peace Treaties on the armament and trainmg of these services, 
not to include them in the permitted ratio total, and to make 
some special supplementary arrangement in the ratio negotia- 
tions for those states, like Italy and the others mentioned, which 
normaUymamtain an exceptionally large number of men in these 
services, and normally train them virtually as a military force- 
This arrangement no doubt would have to allow these states to 
continue the training they now give to their auxihary forces, 
in compensation for which there would have to be a reduction 
of the number of ordinary effectives they would otherwise have 
been allowed. 

The second plan at first sight seems more complicated than 
Lord Esher’s simple pnnciple, but, in fact, it might more easily 
secure general acceptance. 

3. Tactical Organization — The question of prescribing in a 
general treaty of land disarmament a uniform system of tactical 
organization raises some difficult points. It was observed above 
in the discussion of the Peace Treaties that the Allied experts 
attached a real importance to tactical organization as an element 
in limiting the military strength of the ex-enemy states, and that 
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they hoped by prescribing a fixed system to facilitate control 
over the numbers of the German and other arimes, to prevent 
the diversion of their forces to new and more dangerous forms 
of warfare, and to prohibit their orgai^ation into numerous 
skeleton cadres which could be much expanded when mobiliza- 
tion took place. 

Apart from its effect on the question of control, therefore, the 
question of tactical organization is thus related: first, to the 
restriction of certain weapons and methods of warfare ; second, 
to the formation of reserves If there are to be no general 
restrictions of weapons, similar to the prohibition of military 
aircraft, of tanks, and of poison-gas, imposed upon Germany 
and her late Alhes, and if every power is to remain free to 
prepare all the reserves it pleases, the importance of regulating 
tactical organization will be much reduced, and the difficulty 
of doing so much increased. But if weapons are restricted byi 
the general treaty, and if some attempt is made to deal with ^ 
the question of reserves — and it must be hoped that something 
will be agreed to on both matters — ^then, no doubt, it is desirable 
that some effort should be made to regulate the tactical organiza- 
tion of the prescribed effectives. 

But, though this may be desirable, it is a point on which 
resistance from the Governments may be expected. At the 
most nothing more than the acceptance of the comparatively 
elastic system common to the three treaties of St. Germain, _ 
Trianon, and Neuilly can be hoped for, with its maximum 
and minimum strengths for an agreed list of permitted sorts of 
unit. Against even that it is probable that the general staffs 
would unanimously rebel. They will all be most reluctant to 
abandon the various organizations which they have worked 
out for themselves, and to which by habit and by tradition they 
are attached. They will be no less reluctant to give up their 
freedom to develop as, they wish whatever arms may seem to 
them at any moment most effective. Some staffs may fix 
their hopes on aircraft, some on tanks, some on other weapons, 
according to their national aptitudes or the geography of the 
frontiers they must defend. Any prescribed tactical system, 
even the looser system of the three later Treaties of Peace, would 
obviously limit their freedom to organize their permitted 



Land Disarmament: Suggested Principles 135 

forces as they like, and it is certain that the staffs will fight 
against it. 

How far would it be wise for those who draft the plans for 
the Council of the League to insist upon the adoption of the 
Trianon system ? Probably it would be worth an effort to 
secure it; certainly it would not be worth risking for this the 
whole success of the general proposals which they make. If 
this system or something like it is not adopted, it will no doubt 
be a serious departure from equality with the ex-enemy states 
which have already been disarmed; but it will not be a departure 
which, in itself, and apart from the restriction of weapons or 
reserves, can lead to grave disturbance of the balance of military 
strength which is established. 

4. Reserves . — There comes next the important question of 
reserves. Here again it was evident, in' the discussion of the 
Treaties of Peace, that the Allied experts attached great im- 
portance to a rigid limitation A long list of different clauses 
was given m the last chapter, all of them designed to prevent 
the maintenance of reserves and the formation of supplementary 
cadres, or to restrict the kmd of training which the ex-enemy 
armies might receive In the light of the Allied experts’ work, 
what should be done about reserves in the general treaty ? 
How many of their clauses ought to be, or can be, generally 
applied ? 

No doubt, again, it is desirable to reproduce in the general 
treaty the whole or almost the whole system of reserve-control 
which the Peace Treaties imposed upon the enemy states. Not 
to do so would involve once more an mequahty in the general 
scherne, and an inequality of the most serious Idnd. But, on 
the other hand, there are some parts of the Peace Treaty system 
which cannot be generally applied, and others which, as we have 
seen, will not be generally accepted. The Peace Treaty pro- 
hibition of all preparation and practice for mobilization cannot 
be imposed on Members of the League who may be called upon 
to undertake joint action under Article 16, conscnption will 
almost certainly be retained in deference to the wishes of the 
Continental powers. Is there, m view of this, anything of value 
which can be done in a general treaty on the subj ect of reserves ? 

Certainly nothmg can be done that will give results corre- 
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spending in rigidity and effect to the treaty system. If com- 
pulsory short-term military service is to be, retamed, the staffs 
will always have at their disposal large reserves, and no other 
measures that can be taken will prevent these reserves from 
bemg organized and used If consenplion is allowed, then, 
and reserves are in consequence allowed, under the general 
treaty, the looser kmd of disarmament that will result can only 
be defended by Lord Esher’s doctrine explained above He 
held, it will be remembered, that there is a maximum co- 
efficient of expansion for any army when its mobilization is 
carried out, that no troops in training can absorb more than 
a certain proportion of reserves, and that no staff can organize 
and handle a force more than a certam number of times greater 
than its peace-time army. It will also be remembered that the 
maximum coefficient of expansion achieved by the most 
efficient armies at the beginning of the late war was 2|, and 
that experts have calculated the highest possible figure to 
be 4 However many reserves may be on the national roll-call, 
held Lord Esher, not more than four times the number of the 
effectives of the standing army can possibly, during Period A, 
be used, and probably not more than three times will be 
efficient troops And since it is Period A that matters, he went 
on to argue, the factor of reserves should be neglected, and 
attention concentrated on reducing to the lowest figure that 
will be accepted the standing peace-effectives which the Govern- 
ments retain; such reductions will not only mean greater 
economies in time of peace, but will mean a consequent and 
automatic reduction of the total forces which could be used in 
Period A, and thus the two chief purposes of disarmament 
will be achieved 

This is, no doubt, a pohey easily acceptable to conscription 
Governments, relatively simple in execution, and, since it would 
leave to all the staffs the same liberty of action, not unjust 
except towards the disarmed ex-enemy states. It would 
certainly be possible, if Lord Esher’s whole doctrine were 
accepted, to make a general treaty of land disarmament, omit- 
ting every single clause of the Peace Treaty system of reserve- 
control discussed in Chapter VIII; and to make such a treaty 
would certainly be far better than to make no treaty at all. 
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But, in fact, it is not necessary either to accept or to reject 
the whole of Lord Esher’s doctrine There are certain parts of 
the Peace Treaty system which are not inconsistent with con- 
scription, which could be apphed quite simply in a general 
treaty, which ought to he easily accepted, which, indeed, would 
strengthen the working of Lord Esher’s doctrine, and would 
tend to ensure the results for which he looks. They are 
measures, short of the total prohibition of reserves, which would 
help to prevent a great expansion of the standing forces by 
restricting the number of trained and organized personnel cap- 
able of doing the skilled stafi work upon which successful 
mobilization must depend. 

Thus, for example: 

(a) It would obviously be quite simple, even if com- 
plete hberty of tactical organization were allowed, for all 
j the parties to a general treaty to agree that the number 
'of their officers should not exceed a fixed proportion 
(either one-twenty-fifth as in the Treaty of Versailles, or 
one-twentieth as m the other three treaties) of the total 
effectives which they were respectively allowed. This 
number should, of course, include all officers of every rank 
or grade, and all the various sorts of staffs and cadres. 
The observance of this undertaking could be quite easily 
controlled. 

(d) It would be equally simple for them to agree that 
the number of their non-commissioned officers should be 
similarly restncted, perhaps to one-fifteenth of the total 
effectives, as in the three later Treaties of Peace. This, 
again, would be a clause of obvious value, the observance of 
which could be controlled. 

(c) Again, it would be possible, and indeed quite simple, 
for the treaty to lay dowm what military academies and 
schools each country should possess. Probably the easiest 
method of so doing would be to provide, first, that the 
staffs and students of such academies should all be included 
among the total officers allowed to each country under the 
restrictions above provided, and second, that the total 
places in these academies of every kind should not, exceed 
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a certain fixed proportion of the total effectives allowed. 
This would make a standard limitation, uniform for all 
countries, of the trainmg staffs and military students 
whom they might maintain 

These three limitations, since they refer to the standing 
enlisted forces of a country, would be quite easy to control, 
and they would have the evident effect of reducing and 
limiting the skilled personnel upon which a staff could 
count, either for organization or command, when it wished 
to mobilize They would thus, fro imio} equally reduce 
the mobilization coefficient of ail the armies, and would 
frustrate attempts by any given state so to increase by 
special measures the staffs and cadres of its standmg forces 
that they could be expanded more rapidly than those of 
neighbouring countries. They would therefore be well 
worth while, as a simple means of limiting reserves and the 
forces which would take the field in Period A, even in a 
general treaty in which the system of conscription was 
retained. 

Others of the Peace Treaty clauses would be, in such a 
general treaty, of more doubtful value. Thus 

(it) The restriction upon the civilian administrative 
personnel employed in the whole-time service of the army 
might beTnuch more difficult than the other limitations to 
control Otherwise no doubt it would be desirable to 
include it in a General Treaty, though perhaps its im- 
portance is not great. 

(e) Similarly, the prohibition of the part-time training!' 
of ex-officers is not only difficult to control, but is definitelj^ 
inconsistent with the short-term conscription system! 
under which some reserves must inevitably be allowed. 
If conscription is retained, therefore, this clause must be 
allowed to drop, important though otherwise it might be. 

1 Some military experts believe that these limitations on the propor- 
tion of officers and N C.O.'s are the most effective of all ways of hmiting 
the mobihzation coefficient, and they hold that the experience of German 
disarmament (under which N.C O.'s were not limited with unfortunate 
results) confinns this view 
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(/) The prohibition of the discharge of officers above a 
fixed percentage (e g , 5 per cent in the Peace Treaties) 
every year, and the supplementary prohibition of their 
replacement if they are discharged, stands on a different 
footing. This would not be inconsistent with the con- 
scription system, if it were stipulated in the General Treaty 
that officers must serve a certam minimum term, and no 
doubt it would be desirable to introduce a limitation that 
would prevent an abnormal increase of the skilled organ- 
izing personnel But it would not be easy to control, it 
might be regarded as vexatious, and there is in any case 
the automatic safeguard that the great proportion of an 
army’s officers must be long-term professionals, unless its 
whole efficiency is to be destroyed. This, therefore, if it 
were resisted,' might be allowed to drop. 

^ (g) Similarly, the Peace Treaty prohibition of all" supple- 

jmentary cadres ” attached to “ formations, administrative 
pervices, or general staffs,” would be very difficult to 
control, unless a standard regulation of the whole tactical 
organization of the various armies had been agreed. 
Indeed, its general adoption would seem to depend 
necessarily on whether such a standard regulation were or 
were not accepted. In any case, its importance is not 
great, if, on the one hand, reserves are to be allowed at all, 
and if, on the other hand, the total number of officers 
bears a fixed maximum proportion to the effectives which 
are allowed. 

(h) There remains the Peace Treaty prohibition of 
foreign military missions and of foreign enlistment. The 
purpose of this prohibition was twofold . first, to cut off at 
its source a supply of fully trained reserves; second, to 
prevent close mihtary relations between Germany and 
other states. There can be no doubt that its acceptance 
in a general treaty, if supported by an undertaking by all 
the parties not to receive foreign mihtary missions or to 
make enhstments of foreign subjects in their respective 
armies, would be of value It would have a slight impor- 
tance as a restriction on reserves, it might be more useful 
as a means of preventing military groupings and the evil 
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results of military hegemony and tutelage to which they 
lead — ^results which otherwise might be liable to lead to 
violations of the terms of a disarmament agreement, and 
to destroy the spirit of confidence on which it ought to rest. 

Such a prohibition of mihtary missions and of foreign 
enlistment would, therefore, be a useful part of a general 
treaty. But it is not a vital part, nor one the abandon- 
ment of which, if it were much opposed, would mean 
disaster. 

It may be concluded, therefore, on the subject of reserves, 
that the general apphcation of practically the whole system of 
the Peace Treaties is to be desired, that since, however, short- 
term compulsory service will almost certainly not be abohshed, 
much of the remaining Peace Treaty clauses must as a result 
be given up , that three of its liimtations — on the proportion of 
officers, of non-commissioned officers, and of mihtary schools 
to the total of prescribed effectives — ^would, none the less, 
remain of value, and should certainly be inserted in the general ' 
treaty, and that some others of its limitations, less easy than 
these three to control effectively, would be worth while, though 
they are not vital if they should happpen to be opposed. A 
general treaty of land disarmament, which dealt on these lines 
with the subject of reserves, would be less satisfactory than one 
which gave a general application to the Peace Treaty clauses, 
but it would work; apart from the inequality of treatment for 
the ex-enemy countries, it would not be unjust; and, if the 
reduction of peace effectives involved a drastic all-round cut, 
it would achieve much of the purposes for the sake of which 
disarmament is so urgently desired. 

5. Limitation of the Period of Compulsory Service . — ^There 
remains the question of the limitation of the period for which 
conscription countries should be allowed to make then soldiers 
serve. Is it worth while to place any hmitation upon this 
period, and if so, what period should be desired ? 

The point might perhaps have been considered under the 
heading of reserves, but it is so important that it needs a separate 
discussion by itself. It does affect, of course, the question 
of the reserves that win be available, not in Period A, but in 
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Period B. That this is so is very simply shown. If the total 
standmg effectives are hmited in number, the longer the period 
of service, the fewer the reserves; it is for this reason that the 
German private is now obliged to serve tw elve years. On the 
other hand, the maximum period that could possibly be fixed 
would be, under a conscription system, say, three years at the 
very most, and with a three-year period of service the general 
staff will always be able to bmld up aU the reserves which it 
can mobilize in Period A. But with so long a period as three 
years the third-lme troops, the reserves who can be re-trained 
for use in Period B, would be much restricted, if the number 
of the standing force were small. A long period of service 
would therefore have this desirable effect in respect of Penod B. 
1 On the other hand, the longer the period of service the better 
I the fighting qualities of the standing force. Troops trained for 
' three years would be far better material for a smashing campaign 
of attack designed to secure a victory in Period A than troops 
who had only been in service, say, six months. While, there- 
fore, a short period would greatly increase the number of partly 
trained third-line reserves who could be brought into action in 
Period B, it would reduce and perhaps would much reduce 
the aggressive power of the vanous states at the moment when 
fightmg first began,^ On the general principle, therefore, that 
it is more important to limit mihtary strength in Period A 
than in Period B, that it is the temptation to sudden aggression 
that must be removed, it would seem right to try to secure in 
the general treaty a limitation of the length of service to a short 
period, if possible to something like six months. 

There is, moreover, the consideration that such a limitation 
would be immensely popular in every conscription country, 
and that for that reason it would produce a profound psycho- 
logical effect. No single other measure would so much reduce 
the real burden of militarism upon the common man, or mobilize 
so powerfully his general support for the policy of the League. 

It may \yell be impossible to secure agreement for such a 
drastic change, or, indeed, for any common period of service. 
If so, the general system of land disarmament proposed in this 

1 The Swiss army, which is virtually organized as a national militia, 
provides the most strihmg illustration of this argument. 
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chapter will not break down. Limitation of the period of 
service is not an essential element in that system; but it is 
emphatically a desirable addition. 

It may be added that whatever reduction of service is agreed 
to should be made, if possible, all at once, and not in a senes 
of instalments. Every such reduction means virtually a com- 
plete reorganization of the army, and a series of successive 
reductions would therefore involve general inconvenience which 
it would be better to avoid. The recent discussions in Belgium 
on the point have been instructive. 

It is probable that if, in fact, any general agreement were 
to be secured, it would be at first for a period of not less than 
a year. Even such an agreement would be worth while. It 
would not secure all the benefits of a shorter period; but it 
would mean a great relief in a number of countries, it would 
establish the principle of general limitation of the length of 
service by international treaty; it would thus prepare the way 
for greater reductions at a later time; and there is no reason to 
fear that the maximum penod so established would become a 
mimmum. On the contrary, states which are even now dis- 
posed to make a greater reduction than that would not be 
deterred from so doing, but would actually be encouraged to 
press forward by the reductions in many other countries which 
the general adoption of such a period would mean. 

6.. Militias and Territorial Forces — ^There comes next the 
question, important in Great Britain but not in most conscrip- 
tion countries, of militias and territonal forces; that is to say, 
of forces composed of part-time soldiers — ^usually volunteers 
who receive a short annual training, enough to teach them the 
elements of the use of arms and how to work together — which 
are organized and equipped on the basis of their full war-time 
establishment, and which often are available for use either in 
foreign service or for home defence. What should be done 
about them in a general treaty ? 

The answer depends entirely on the view that is taken of 
Lord Esher’s doctrine of Period A; on whether, that is to say, 
attention should be devoted principally to the opening stages 
of a possible war, or whether an attempt should also be made 
to limit factors which affect the potential strength of a national 
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army after Period A is passed. There are few, if any, militias 
better trained than the British Territorial Army; yet, as was 
seen above, British experts hold that they could not take the 
field without at least four months’ full-time traimng after 
mobihzation had occurred. They are, therefore — and no doubt 
all militias are the same — troops for Period B, which will in no 
way affect the fighting strength of any army during Period A. 
Thus, if the purpose of a disarmament treaty is simply to limit 
strength in Period A, such forces may be altogether neglected' 
in its terms. 

But, on the other hand, it is held that Territorial forces, 
when they have had six months' full-time training and six 
months’ experience of actual war, are then of equal fighting 
value with the regular troops of the standing army. If, there- 
fore, the purpose of the Treaty is to limit potential strength 
in Period B, they must be dealt with no less than the peace- 
effectives which are allowed Those indeed who build mostly 
on the lessons of the last war, and who expect the next war 
also, if it comes, to be a long one, have suggested that Territorial! 
forces should be thrown in together with the regular army as 
part of the peace-effectives which each country may maintain. 

But it is plain that this policy would impose during Period A 
a severe handicap on those states which keep a high proportion 
of Territorial forces, and whose regular effectives would thus 
be much reduced. Since, as has been so often urged. Period A 
is of primary and of continually increasing importance, this 
policy, at least, must be rejected unless it is supported by other 
supplementary arrangements to meet the objections that would 
be raised. 

Equally, Lord Esher’s policy of taking only Period A into 
consideration, and in consequence of leaving Governments 
unrestricted freedom to build up as many Territorial forces 
as they like, is one that it is difficult to accept. It would 
leave open a dangerous path to rivalry and competition, it 
would afford excuse for the almost indefinite expansion of 
weapons and equipment, and it would make the observance 
of other parts of the treaty harder to control. This, therefore, 
c^n also be rejected. 

The best plan would probably be to treat Territorial forces as 
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— ^what in fact they are — a sort of reserve to the regular army 
which cannot be used in action during Period A, and to limit 
them on this basis. To this end two stipulations would be 
necessary in the general treaty First, it would have to be 
provided that such forces should not* be given more than a 
certain maximum period of training every year, to prevent 
them being converted by protracted annual service into Period A 
forces, and thus virtually increasing the prescribed number 
of regular effectives. Second, a fixed maximum proportion 
between prescribed effectives and Territorial forces would 
have to be agreed. This proportion would, in principle, be 
uniform for all countries ; but for those who do not have con- 
scription, and who have not therefore got the large number of 
reserves for use in Period B which conscription countries have, 
an exceptionally large proportion could, no doubt, by negotia- 
tion, be arranged. This would be obviously just, smce Territorial 
forces correspond exactly to those classes of conscripted 
reserves whose previous service is of a certain value, but who 
reljuire some months of continuous trainmg after mobilization 
before they can be thrown into action. 

The proposed arrangement may seem complicated But 
only a few countries are much affected by the Militia question, 
and the necessary exceptions from the standard proportion 
could probably, therefore, be negotiated without much diffi- 
culty, while, if there is a sound system of mutual control, 
observance dx the agreement could be supervised reasonably 
well. The lower the proportion between effectives and Terri- 
torials which was fixed, the greater, of course, would be the 
economies in the cost of the latter which would be made. The 
proposal has the further advantage that every reduction of 
regular effectives would entail a correspondmg and automatic 
reduction of Territorials too.^ 

1 It has been suggested by Senor Cobian, the distingrashed Spanish 
member of the Committee of the Council of the League on Disarma- 
ment, that it might be possible to deal with the limitation of standmg 
effectives, with the question of the varying lengths of service m different 
countries, and with Mihtias and Temtonal forces, by allowing to each 
country a certain fixed number of “ man-days ” per annum; a force of 
Mditia serving for two months would thus be counted as equivalent to 
the sixth part of a force of tiie same size consisting of soldiers serving 
for a year. 



Land Dtsarmament ; Suggested Principles 145 

7. Armament andAmmumtion — There can be no question that 
no general treaty of land disarmament will be much use unless 
it deals not only witfi the number of troops that are maintained, 
but also with the armament with which they are equipped. 
This was the opinion not only of the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission, hut of everyone who seriously discussed the proposals 
which Lord Esher made No one was more insistent than the 
military experts that his plan of omitting any limitation of 
armament at all would not work in practice, even if it were 
ever accepted, which they did not believe it would be.^ Some 
way, therefore, it is generally agreed, has got to be devised for 
limiting armament unless the attempt to reduce land forces 
is to be given up 

This is, indeed, one of the capital points in the whole dis- 
cussion of. disarmament, for not only is it of vital importance 
to find a solution for the problems which arise, but it will also 
be very difficult to do so unless the Governments give up more 
liberty of action than it can be expected at this moment that 
they vdll. It furnishes, perhaps, the most striking example of the 
general trath, that rigidity of limitation means real simplicity, 
while apparent simplicity, like Lord Esher’s, which left wide 
liberty of action to the Governments, means technical and 
pohtical difficulty of many kinds. If the Governments were 
willing to make great “ sacrifices ” of their present freedom, if 
they were willing to apply to their own armies the system which 
the Peace Treaties have imposed upon the enemy states, there 
would be no problem to be solved It is only because we are 


The idea is ingenious, and is not wholly inconsistent with the calcu- 
lations’given in a footnote to p 79 concerning the period of time during 
which military training of varymg length remains of value It would 
be well worth while investigating whether the Governments were wilhng 
to entertain it On the one hand it would give a maximum of elasticity 
to the system of hmitation of effectives; on the other hand it might 
be difficult to control, and it has an artificial air which is against it 
(vide L N. Document C.P D. 1, p. 34) 

^ Cf. Major-General Sibert, U S Army, in foreword to Chemical 
Warfare, by Fries and West '* Men are nothing in modem war unless 
they are equipped with the most effective devices for killing and maiming 
the enemy’s soldiers, and are thoroughly trained in the use of such 
instruments,” 
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obliged to doubt that the Governments will do this that we 
must face the difficult questions which are now to be discussed. 

But the fact that we must doubt, and must therefore speculate 
upon alternative plans, does not make it less desirable to press 
for the general adoption of the principles-which the expert Allied 
staffs worked out at Paris; for we know that from the adoption 
of these principles a practicable, just, and effective treaty would 
result. Nor will it in the least degree diminish the grave 
responsibility which the Governments will bear, if, through their 
intransigence upon the point of armament, the whole negotia- 
tions for a general treaty should break down or otherwise 
should fail of their effect 

With this plea for the serious consideration of the Allied 
experts’ system, the various elements in it may now be dealt 
with one by one. 

{a) The first, and an essential, part of this system is the 
restriction which it places upon the kinds of weapons which 
the ex-enemy states may use. Military aircraft, “ poisonous 
or other gases, and all analogous liqmds, materials or devices,” 
armoured cars, tanks, and all similar constructions suitable 
for use in war, are all forbidden; they are not simply limited in 
size or in amoimt, they are excluded altogetW from the 
weapons with which the ex-enemy armies may be equipped. 
Likewise no guns, or trench-mortos of any kind, of a larger 
calibre than 'I05 mm are allowed. By this means the ex- 
enemy armies are totally prevented from making preparation 
either for attack or for defence by all the modern methocfe 
of conducting war. In chemical and aerial warfare, in 
tank warfare, in large-scale bombardment by heavy guns — ^in 
other words, in all the forms of attack by means of which a 
decision in modern war can be obtamed — ^the ex-enemy armies 
quite simply do not exist. Will the other Governments 
agree to place upon themselves the same restrictions, or 
will they insist upon retaining their liberty to use these 
new and devastating weapons ^ 

The question is a large one, which requires special considera- 
tion at a later stage.’- A subsequent conclusion may be 

^ Cf. cbap XV., mfra 
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anticipated to the extent of saying that it is possible (though 
improbable) that some of these means of warfare — for example, 
tanks — will, by general agreement, be given up, but that in 
regard to others the most that can be hoped for, at any rate 
when the disarmament treaty is first adopted, is some measure 
of agreed reduction in the quantities which the various 
Governments now possess. 

(J) This conclusion has a great though indirect effect upon 
the next question that arises, that of the ways in which per- 
mitted weapons can be limited in amount. For if moderiii 
methods of warfare are altogether excluded, if the list of per- 
mitted weapons is a relatively small one, the Governments 
which have agreed to such restrictions will, no doubt, also agree 
to accept the same system of limitation of weapons " on a 
numerical basis ” which the Peace Treaties have imposed. That 
is to say, they will agree that for every thousand of their 
prescribed effectives (assuming they adopt, as no doubt on this 
hypothesis they would, the basic “unit” of the three later 
Treaties of Peace)^, they will have not more than a certain 
maximum number of weapons of each permitted class Thus 
the general treaty would contain lists or schedules of the 
weapons allowed to every signatory power identical in nature 
with the " Tables ” which the Treaties of Peace contain. The 
■" figures in these schedules would, of course, include not only 
weapons in actual use, but also those for mobilization purposes 
and for replacement; and thus the whole question of armament 
would be solved 

Whether the details of these schedules would also be identical 
with the details of the Peace Treaty Tables is a question of 
comparatively secondary importance Indeed, since they 
must presumably allow a surplus of weapons for use when 
mobilization occurs, which the Peace Treaty Tables of course 
did not, the actual figures cannot be the same. The proportion 
between weapons and men laid down in the three later treaties 
must be increased, and a higher figure — ^perhaps a much higher 
figure — ^per thousand men must be allowed. Likewise the 
list of permitted weapons itself might not be the same as 
that of the Peace Treaty Tables; guns of larger calibre, 

1 Cf. supra, chap. viii. 
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some military aircraft, or other additional weapons might 
be allowed. 

If such changes from the Peace Treaty system were required, 
it would be necessary to have a new and perhaps a difficult 
negotiation on both the points involved— what additional sorts 
of weapon, and what quantities of each should be retained. On 
both it would be the duty first of the Preparatory Committee 
and then of the Council of the League to make proposals in the 
plans which they prepare ; and on these proposals the negotia- 
tion between the Governments would be based. But when the 
negotiation had been concluded, when agreement on both 
points had been reached, the system of armament limitation 
which would result would be the same in nature as that which 
the Peace Treaties have set up. Like that system, it would 
be radical, equal m its operation, and relatively easy to control. 
Since it would embody the same uniform standard of armament 
per thousand men for all parties (except the ex-enemy states), 
and since it would include the same standard proportionate 
combination of the most important factors of military strength, 
it would permit the Disarmament Conference to make the 
approximately accurate comparison and measurement of forces 
which it will need to make It would be, in fact, m almost 
every way by far the most satisfactory system which the 
Conference could adopt. 

It is therefore much to be desired that the Governments 
should agree to an appheation of this list or schedule system of 
the Peace Treaties, in which all the quantities of permitted 
weapons of each class are set out m detail, changes bemg made 
if necessary by negotiation, both in the sorts of weapons and 
in the quantities of each sort which are allowed. 

(c) But if, on the other hand, modern methods of warfare 
are not excluded, if the Governments insist on retaining full 
liberty to use whatever means of war they like, they wiU further 
msist on full freedom to experiment as they think right, to 
develop this arm or that, to increase this kind of weapon or 
that, to alter the character of their whole military preparation 
m accordance with the changes in the science of attack and of 
defence which new inventions cause. Nor will it be possible 
to object to their demands While they are still liable to 
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treacherous attack by new and unknown weapons, while they 
still have to depend at least in great degree upon themselves 
for safety, they will be justified in wishing to adapt their 
preparations to their individual needs, and to increase those 
arms which, in changed conditions, or in view of their special 
geographical and tactical requirements, may, from time to time, 
seem to them to be the most effective. 

In this case — and it has been said that unfortunately it is 
only too likely to arise — ^the schedule method of limiting arma- 
ment plainly cannot be adopted. If the Governments want 
contmually to change the sorts of weapons with which they 
arm their troops, if they want to change the proportions of the 
different sorts of troops, if they want to develop now a tank 
corps, now an air force, now a chemical brigade, now their 
heavy guns, above all if they wish to keep their various pre- 
parations, as at present, secret, or noimnally so, then it is not 
possible to hope that any schedule can be devised which will 
lay down the exact quantities of aU permitted weapons which 
each of them will be allowed to have. It will not even be possible 
to make a hst of the sorts of weapon which are allowed, if 
every Government is free to add to any possible list whenever 
it may desire, stiU less will it be possible to establish the pro- 
portion given to each weapon in the list Some other system, 
some system of greater elasticity than any schedule can possess, 
must be devised if there is to be a limitation__of armament 
at all. 

Of what nature can such a system be ? Only one proposal 
on the subject has so far been made — that of the Temporary 
Mixed Commission in its Report, above discussed, upon Lord 
Esher's plan. The Commission suggested, with the concurrence 
of Colonel Requin, of the French general staff, and of his 
distmguished military colleagues, that “ material ” might be 
limited “ either directly or by an indirect method of financial 
limitation.” They further suggested as the " unit of measure ” 
a certain strength in effectives ” and a certam fixed sum of 
money representing the remaining factor of armament.”^ 

In what way can this tentative suggestion be worked out ? 
How can " a fixed sum of money ” be made an effective limita- 
1 Vide L.N. Document A. 31, 1922, C.T A. 173, p. 73. Cf. chap vii. 
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tion upon the total armament with which Governments equip 
their armies ? The Temporary Mixed Commission give no 
further indication in their Report of what they had m mmd, 
but an attempt may perhaps usefully be made to construct 
a reasonable scheme upon the basis of the phrases which they 
used. 

{d) If Governments are not willing to agree upon a schedule 
of fixed quantities of permitted weapons, it might, nevertheless, 
be possible to get them to agree upon the total quantity of 
armament which they each wdl have, lumping together for this 
purpose in a single block all the weapons of every kind which 
they possess. But if this is done the only way in which to 
measure and compare the total blocks possessed by different 
states is to give them a financial valuation. A rifle cannot be 
measured against an aeroplane, or a gun against a tank, nor 
can any rational proportion be established between the military 
value of different weapons. But suppose that every state were 
allowed to spend each year a certain fixed sum of money upon 
the armament with which it equipped each thousand of its 
permitted effectives , suppose that instead of laying down in a 
schedule, as the Peace Treaties do, the exact number of rifles, 
guns, etc , which might be possessed for every thousand men, 
the general treaty permitted the expenditure for their arma- 
ment of, say, £10,000 per annum; is there any hope that by 
this means an effective, just and workable scheme could be 
devised ? 

(1) It was evidently the intention of the Temporary Mixed 
Commission that their " fixed sum of money ” should cover 
only the cost of armament proper — i,e., of weapons of aU classes 
and of the munitions which they require. They had not mmind 
the system proposed at the Moscow Conference by the Russian 
Government of a fixed appropriation for each effective which 
should cover all the army cost of every kind. In this way they 
met the most obvious of the objections that are made to the 
budget method of hmitmg armed forces. For by restrictmg 
their appropriation to armament proper, the Temporary Mixed 
Commission excluded from it those factors in military cost which 
vary most between different countries, that is to say, the 
maintenance of personnel, the construction of fortifications. 
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etc., the level of which varies with the standard of living of each 
country. Indeed, they restricted it to material the price of 
which IS approximately equal throughout the world It is 
true that a gun to-day costs more in the United States than in 
Japan, because the labour cost of its production is higher — 
though not higher by the amount of the difference in wage- 
rates, because the better-paid American labour is more efficient. 
It is also true that, in a recent competition for a Balkan naval 
contract, French capitalists made bids for submarine construc- 
tion at a price 40 per cent less than the lowest British offer.^ 
But, broadly speaking, the labour costs in armament production 
are relatively low, the cost of guns, etc., depends largely on the 
cost of raw material, that is to say, principally of steel. And 
the price of steel, calculated in gold values, is a world-price, 
varying little (except for the cost of transport from places 
where it is produced to those where it is not) between any two 
countries in the world Thus an armament appropriation of a 
fixed sum per annum, calculated in gold values, would give 
approximately the same return in quantities of armament to 
every country. As has been said already, the variations of 
output due to differences in the standard of living will be less 
than might be expected, because high wages almost always go 
with a greater efficiency of labour , and in any case such vana- 
tions as do occur will not in practice greatly matter, because 
the standard of living does not often vary widely as between 
countries that are neighbours, and it is against neighbour 
countries that land armaments are made. Thus, for example, 
if Japan were able to produce 20 per cent more weapons than 
the United States for a fixed sum of money, the difference would 
in no way alarm the American pubhc, while as between Japan 
and China the cost of production ought to be approximately 
the same. 

A fixed annual appropriation for the arms and ammunition 
required for land armies, which alone are being now discussed, 

1 This occurred in November, 1925, and in large part, of course, was 
due to the wholly abnormal depreciation of the franc, and to the recent 
return by the British Government to the gold standard. The scheme 
under consideration can only be fairly considered on the hypothesis 
that the foreign exchanges of all countries are stabihzed, as no doubt 
they shortly will be. 
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would thus adequately fulfil the first condition that is 
required of any armament limitation, that it shall give 
an approximately equal return per unit io all the signatory 
powers. 

(2) In other ways, also, it seems to meet the requirements of 
the case The exclusion from the annual appropriation of the 
cost of the maintenance of personnel and of such equipment 
and other charges as clothes, barracks, etc , clearly does not 
matter, for the factor of personnel has been already dealt with 
in another way , since the number of effectives to be kept by any 
country is fixed “ on a numerical basis,” it is of no military 
importance, and therefore, for the present purpose, of no 
account, how much or how little the Government of that country 
may spend upon their general upkeep. Similarly the exclusion 
of the cost of fortifications — apart, of course, from the guns 
with which they are provided — does not matter, since forti- 
fications are only a factor of military strength for purposes of 
defence; they cannot be of use m aggression, and it is with the 
means of aggression that a disarmament treaty must be made 
to deal 

(3) Moreover, the method under discussion would give the 
Governments all the elasticity which they could possibly require. 
They would be free to spend the money exactly as they hked ; 
what arms they chose to develop, what weapons they might 
buy, would fall within the province of their absolute discretion, 
provided only they did not exceed the total fixed appropriation 
for each thousand men. It is true that in the exercise of this 
freedom some general staffs might display a greater ability than 
others, that they might produce a greater military strength 
for their appropriated sums; m this respect the parties would 
take a risk which by the schedule method of the Peace Treaties 
they would avoid. But, apart from the chance invention of 
some new, cheap, and highly destructive weapon — a danger 
which under any system will exist — ^the nsks they take are not 
abnormal and need not prevent agreement by the generality 
of states. They are no doubt greater than they would be under 
the Peace Treaty system if it were generally and integrally 
applied; but they are greater not so much because there will 
be freedom of choice as to whether more of one weapon than of 
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another shall be purchased, but because the range of permitted 
weapons wiU be wider. 

(4) But, of course, the proposed system could be applied even 
if a very great restriction of permitted weapons had been 
previously agreed. Suppose, for example, that tanks and 
military aircraft and big guns and gas were altogether forbidden, 
and that only the classes of weapons prescnbed by the Peace 
Treaties were allowed, the limitation of these classes could still 
be done by a total financial appropriation for every thousand 
men There are thus two variations of the suggested method, 
involving greater and lesser sacrifices of the present liberty of 
action which Governments possess; or to put it in another way, 
the method is capable of application either to any list of per- 
imtted weapons that may be agreed, or without any such list 
at all, if no weapons of any kind are to be forbidden. 

(e) But there remain a number of difficult questions to be 
answered, before it can be said that the method is practical or 
sound. In the first place, there is the question of putting it 
into operation at the beginnmg. How can this be done ^ How 
can the armaments which states actually possess be dealt with ? 
Must there not m the nature of things be an initial list or 
schedule of what states are allowed to retain, and a destruction, 
under international Supervision, similar to the destructions 
ordered by the Peace Treaties, of aU armament above what is 
allowed ? 

There must, in all probability, be an initial hst as a starting 
point. In theory this is not absolutely essential. It could 
be agreed that every country should be allowed to retain for 
each thousand of its troops armament to the value of a fixed 
standard sum, which could either be a certain number of times 
its annual appropriation or a lump sum arranged by arbitrary 
negotiation. But this, of course, would mvolve makmg an 
agreed valuation in terms of gold of the price to be given to 
each weapon, and for this and other reasons it would probably 
in practice be even more complicated than drawing up a 
general schedule of what each state retamed. It may be taken 
as almost certain, therefore, that it will be desirable to draw up 
such a schedule of aU the arms which the parties respectively 
maintam, the schedule being the starting point by reference to 
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which it can be subsequently determined whether any state has 
or has not exceeded its annual appropriation for addition or 
replacement. 

How then should this initial schedule be drawn up ? It 
depends entirely, of course, upon the •general and particular 
hmitations of armament that are accepted. 

If it is agreed that some classes of weapons, such as tanks, 
’,etc, shall be abolished altogether, and that others shall be 
much reduced m total quantity, then there must first be a 
destruction under mtemational supervision such as the Peace 
Treaties imposed, and the initial schedule will consist of the 
allotted numbers of a relatively short hst of permitted weapons. 

But if there are no particular limitations of armament agreed 
to, if no weapons whatever are abolished, if the Governments 
retain the freedom to spend their annual appropriations exactly 
as they like, then the schedule must contain either the whole 
of the armament which at present they respectively possess, or 
else a fixed proportion of that armament, the retained weapons 
bemg chosen by themselves. Probably in this case the simplest 
plan would be to allow the Governments to retain all the arma- 
ment they now possess, the whole of it being listed in the 
schedule and constituting the amount of armament with which 
they may respectively be equipped on the day when the dis- 
armament treaty comes into force If this were done, it 
would not, of^course, involve the permanent stereotyping of 
the status quo ; for a certain period the existing scales of arma- 
ment would be maintained, but as time went by, and weapons 
became obsolete or went out of use, the scales would come to 
depend upon the replacement allowed by the annual budgetary 
appropnations The first period would last a considerable 
time, because the weapons used in land warfare do not become 
obsolete or decay with great rapidity; and during this period 
the quantities of armament which the contractmg powers 
respectively possessed would depend not upon the ratio among 
them to which the Disarmament Conference agreed, but upon 
the scales of armament which they possessed when the treaty 
first came into force. This is an obvious disadvantage, but it is 
temporary in its effect, and it is probable that it will be out- 
weighed by the practical simplicity of the suggested plan. 
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It may thus be concluded on this difficult point of the initial 
schedule of permitted armament that the arrangements adopted 
in the treaty must depend on the general agreements about the 
restriction of weapons that are made. The mitial schedule may 
register either the whole or a fixed proportion of the armament 
possessed by each contracting power when the treaty is drawn 
up Probably, on the ground of simphcity, it will register the 
whole If, however, it is agreed that it shall register only a 
fixed proportion of the whole, the remainder being forthwith 
destroyed imder international supervision, then there must be 
a negotiation as to how large this fixed proportion ought to be. 
Obviously in this case the totals allotted to different states 
should correspond with the agreed ratio among them, and should 
accordingly bear a direct relation to the prescribed effectives 
which they are respectively allowed. Probably the most logical 
plan would be to allow to each country the armament which it 
would require if it mobilized — i e., as a maximum the armament 
needed to put in the field four times the number of its peace 
effectives. But, of course, this assumes an agreement as to the 
armament allowed per thousand men to the peace effectives 
themselves — and, as said before, this amount, which is the basic 
element m the limitation of armament, can only be agreed upon 
by means of a negotiation by the Governments on the basis of 
whatever detailed suggestions the Preparatory Committee or 
the Council may make. 

(j) The next difficulty for consideration is whether the plan 
proposed for the limitation of armament could be made to cover 
not only weapons, but also the munitions with which those 
weapons are supplied 

It 13 obviously very desirable that it should do, so, there 
could be no more effective way of reducing the temptation to 
an ambitious staff to go to war, for every military expert was 
convinced by the last war of the vast importance of the " weight 
■{of metal ” doctnne. Moreover, a ngid limitation of munitions 
would, both by delaying decisions to go to war, and by rendering 
less destructive the opening stages of any hostilities that might 
begm, give the League of Nations the necessary tune either to 
intervene by pacific means, or, if that were not enough, to make 
its coercive intervention more effective. It would also, if 
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generally agreed to, make possible important economies in 
military expenditure, and would prevent another form of 
competition in military preparation. 

There seems to be no insuperable difficulty m the plan of 
limitmg munitions by means of a fixed budgetary appropna- 
tion, every contractmg power agreeing that it will not spend 
upon them more than a certam permitted sum per thousand 
men per annum It would no doubt be a less satisfactory form 
of limitation, and one that would be harder to control, than the 
Peace Treaty limitation " on a numerical basis ” of the total 
rounds of ammunition allowed for every weapon. But the Peace 
Treaty method is only compatible with the general system of 
all-inclusive schedules, and the plan now being discussed is an 
alternative to that system, admittedly inferior, but necessary, 
if the Governments are unwillmg to give up their present liberty 
m various important ways. 

If, then, an attempt is to be made to limit munitions by a 
budgetary appropriation, there are two different ways in which 
this might be done. There might be a separate appropriation 
for the munitions allowed for every thousand men, supple- 
mentary to the fixed appropriation for weapons, the Govern- 
ments being free to spend this supplementary appropnation 
on whatever forms of ammunition they might wish to make ; or, 
alternatively, there might be a single appropriation for both 
weapons and munitions, the Governments being free to spend 
the whole on ather weapons or munitions, or on any combina- 
tion of the two, exactly as they hked. This second alternative 
has, of course, a greater apparent simplicity, though its faithful 
observance might be more difficult to control; probably, how- 
ever, on the ground of its greater elasticity and the greater 
freedom it allows to general staffs, it would be preferred. 

But, again, under either plan the budgetary hmitation of 
munitions, like the budgetary hnutation of weapons, must 
begin with an initial schedule of what the states are allowed 
to have when the disarmament treaty first comes into force. 
Otherwise there can be no means of knowing whether the 
quantities allowed to different Governments have been ex- 
ceeded. And again, thare must be a decision as to whether the 
whole of their existiag stocks may be retained or whether part 
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of them — and, if so, what part — ^must be destroyed under 
international supervision Probably on this point it will be 
agreed, on grounds oi practical convenience, to allow each state 
to retain the stocks of mumtions which it possesses when the 
Disarmament Conference meets. The verification and destruc- 
tion of part of the existmg stocks would be a complicated 
business, and the objections to the maintenance of existing 
stocks are less strong in respect of munitions than in respect of 
weapons, because munitions become obsolete in a shorter time. 
The life of a shell is roughly ten years, after ten years from the 
time the treaty comes into force, therefore, the stocks of 
serviceable munitions of the parties will be those which they 
have made by the expenditure of their annual appropriations, 
and the quantities which they respectively possess will thus 
correspond directly to the ratio of strength agreed between 
them. This result will probably in fact be brought about 
within less than ten years, owing to the specially favourable 
circumstances of the present time Every big army is now 
furnished with the stocks of munitions which it built up during 
the Great War, and which it had on its hands when the war 
came to a sudden end. These stocks were so vast, and the 
financial difficulties of the Governments ever since the war 
have been so serious, that no replacement of munitions, no 
new production on a large scale, has yet been begun. But 
the war stocks will be virtually useless by 1928 — i.e., within a 
very short time after the disarmament treaty, however quickly 
it be made, comes into force. Unless, therefore, there is a great 
new production of munitions between now and the date when 
the Disarmament Conference meets, which seems most unlikely, 
a reduction and hmitation of munitions can be effectively 
brought about by the method of budgetary appropriation, 
even if the initial schedule permits the maintenance of the 
whole of the then existing stocks 
There remains the question as to the scale of the annual 
replacement of munitions which should be allowed, or in other 
words, of the total stocks which Governments will be permitted 
at any given moment to retain After the early stages, this 
will depend on the size of the budgetary appropriation 
which is made for every thousand men. What standard 
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should be kept in view when the size of this appropriation is 
decided ? 

The civilian will be inclined to answer "that the smaller the 
appropriation the better the results, and no doubt a strong 
case could be made for this view. But the military expert will 
probably hold that the point should be settled on the basis of 
the principles already agreed to. Since mobilization may be 
permitted, or even required, on behalf of the League of Nations, 
stafis must be allowed the munitions which they need to carry 
it out , and if the quantity of their armament has been already 
fixed on the rough basis of an annual sum of money, military 
experts will easily be able to agree on the quantity of munitions 
needed for this armament when mobilization occurs. Thus 
a technical negotiation between military experts of different 
countries wiU give without great difficulty the desired result 

It is quite likely that in practice this will be the way in which 
in fact the budgetary appropriation for munitions will be fixed. 
But as to the principle involved, there is no reason why the 
Preparatory Committee or the Council of the League should, 
unless they want to, adopt in their proposals the suggestion 
made above. An army can be mobilized with a greater or 
a lesser amount of ammunition. There is nothing sacred in the 
current practice of general staffs, who of course desire, and have 
always desired, to have available the maximum quantity of 
material which_their troops can use in the early stages of a war. 
There is, indeed, no reason why the budgetary appropriation 
for munitions should not be fixed at some figure which m the 
light of past military experience might seem quite arbitrary, 
but which, since it would be the same for all countries, would 
serve the purpose quite as well as a figure based on some 
“ scientific ” elaboration. And unless there is ground for 
fearing that a disloyal power might be able to build up vast 
secret stocks of munitions so much greater than those possessed 
by loyal powers that the latter would be virtually at its mercy, 
there is every advantage in setting the munitions appropriation 
at as low a figure as the Governments can be persuaded to accept. 
But, of course, in this as in all questions connected with this 
vital matter of limiting weapons and munitions, the essential 
question is that of the faithful observance of the limitations 
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that may be agreed. Whether the plan now being discussed 
would be satisfactory in this respect will shortly be considered. 

(g) Another difficulty which must first be dealt with and 
which is inherent in the proposed method (as indeed in every 
method) of limiting armament and ammunition arises from 
the fact that some countries have great colonial responsibili- 
ties in backward parts of the world, and that in the discharge 
of their duty to keep the peace in their colonial possessions 
they are sometimes obliged to take warlike action on a greater 
or a smaller scale. The fact may be unpleasant, but it must 
be faced if any limitation of arms or mimitions is to be 
secured No colonial power would agree to any scheme that 
did not make allowance for its needs in this respect. Colonial 
powers must be given special increases over and above their 
normal allowance for the defence of the mother country when- 
ever they are obliged in their colonies to take extraordinary 
punitive or preventive action. 

How can this be done ? It is obviously not possible on this 
account to allocate to every colomal power a special additional 
appropnation every year. That plan would be essentially 
unjust to non-colomal powers ; it would never be accepted by 
them, and since the scale of colonial expeditions cannot be 
foreseen, it would not even in many cases meet the requirements 
of the colonial powers themselves. Some other scheme must, 
therefore, be devised for deahng with this important and 
recurring need. 

It may be suggested that no previously established treaty 
allocation can possibly meet the requuements of the case; 
that it is equally impossible to leave full liberty of discretion 
to the -contracting powers to make whatever increases in their 
arms or ammunition they may wish to have whenever trouble 
breaks out in their colomal possessions; and that therefore 
the only satisfactoiy system must involve impartial decision 
by an international body concermng the extra increases that 
shall be allowed There seems to be no reason why the Council 
of the League should not be charged with the task of deciding 
both when such increases should be permitted and what their 
extent should be. It would have no difficulty in securing the 
technical advice necessary for this purpose from its Permanent 
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Advisory Commission on military affairs. It is true that asking 
for such increases would not be a very pleasant business for a 
colonial power, for the reason that wars against subject peoples 
always bring a certain odium upon a Government that under- 
takes them. This fact, however, might act as a healthy check 
upon the colonial powers, and might stimulate their efforts to 
prevent unnecessary or unjust military action. And when 
such action is genuinely necessary, as no doubt it sometimes is, 
for the maintenance of peace and order, there is no reason why 
a colonial power should have any sense of shame in asking the 
Council of the League to allow a special increase m its armament, 
nor any reason why the Council should hesitate to grant it, 
It would, indeed, afford to the colonial power an admirable 
opportunity of defending its policy before the opinion of the 
world; and if its case were sound, the increase allowed by the 
Council would correspond in nature exactly to the suspension oi 
the disarmament treaty that would be needed if the Member: 
of the League were called upon to co-operate in joint military 
action against an aggressor state. The making of such decisions 
would no doubt be yet another difficult and thankless task 
imposed upon the Council, and one that might expose it tc 
bitter and widespread criticism But there seems to be nc 
satisfactory alternative plan for dealing with the unpleasani 
but important problem raised by colonial wars. 

Increases allowed by the Council would, of course, as a ruk 
be retrospective; they would simply allow an abnormally largi 
sum of money for replacement purposes in any given yeaj 
when colonial operations had taken place 

% It is now necessary to return to the fundamental diffi- 
culty of controlling the observance of any hmitations of arma- 
ment and munitions that may be made by the method o: 
budgetary appropriation now being discussed Is the plar 
proposed satisfactory in this respect ? If it is adopted, will th< 
contracting powers have any confidence that their neighbours 
and it may be rivals, are faithfully observing the undertaking! 
they have given ? And if, in fact, some state is disloyal to it: 
pledges, if it builds up in secret excess stocks of arms anc 
ammunition, can it be hoped that these excess stocks will hi 
discovered before it is too late to stop the criminal attack fo 
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which they are intended ? It has been said above that the 
answers to these questions are vital to any scheme of disarma- 
ment that can be deVised, and to every part of any scheme. 

They are questions not only of great importance but of great 
difficulty, so far as the limitation of armament and ammunition 
is concerned. This limitation wiU no doubt he the most 
difficult part of any disarmament treaty to control. Excessive 
numbers of effectives cannot be efficiently organized in secret; 
but secret hordes of weapons and of shells can be built up and 
are far harder to detect. The experience of the Alhed Com- 
missions of Control m Germany has shown that not even the 
rigid and comprehensive system of Versailles is sufficient to 
prevent breaches of a disarmament treaty in this respect, if the 
Government authorities of the disarmed country are not 
animated by a spirit of goodwill. Indeed, in this matter of 
armament and ammunition general goodwill without doubt 
will be the essential factor in the satisfactory working of any 
plan, and unless and until mutual confidence and goodwill have 
been created, there will be breaches of the treaty on a certam 
scale, whatever scheme of supervision may be drawn up. 

But there is no reason to think that such breaches 
would be imduly great under the suggested limitation by 
budgetary appropnation. The additional elasticity of thp 
system, -ffie additional freedom which the Governments would 
retain, would no doubt make it more difficult than it would be 
under the system of Versailles to detect whelher any given 
Government was spendmg more upon armament and ammuni- 
tion than it was legitimately entitled to expend. But although 
it would be difficult, it ought by no means to be impossible, 
if the necessary supplementary arrangements were accepted. 

The most important of these supplementary arrangements 
is the adoption by aU the contracting parties of a common model 
for their military budgets. The whole essence of the scheme 
of armament limitation now being discussed lies in the rigid 
separation of military expenditure into different chapters — ■ 
Maintenance of Personnel, Construction and Mamtenance of 
Fortifications and other Works, Provision of Weapons and 
Ammunition — one of which is to be separately limited and 
controlled. It is most desirable, therefore, if the control of this 
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one chapter is to be etficient, that the whole method of accounting 
for military expenditure of every kmd should be identical in 
every signatory country, and that the pfesent divergences of 
practice, discussed in Chapter V above, should be removed. 
This IS not necessarily indispensable to the success of the present 
proposal, but it would, in obvious and important ways, facilitate 
control. And there seems no valid reason why the contracting 
powers, if they seriously desire to reduce the burden of their 
armaments, should not agree to adopt a common model budget 
and common methods of accountancy for their expenditure on 
national defence. 

But even if this were done, there would still remain a double 
danger: first, that the civil Government of a country should 
secretly divert part of its ordmary budget for civilian purposes 
to the purchase of arms and ammunition; second, that the 
military authorities, possibly in some countries without even 
the knowledge of the civil Government, should divert sums voted 
in other chapters of the mihtary budget to this purpose. 

Against these dangers there would be safeguards of two 
kinds. 

First, the general staff of every country, knowing, as it would, 
through the League of Nations Exchange of Information, 
through its military attaches, and through its secret service 
agents, the general organization of the armies of its neighbour 
states and the sources from which they procure their supphes 
of arms and ammunition, would be able to calculate with very 
little error the quantities of armament of different kinds which 
each of them ought to be able, with its allotted budgetary 
appropriation, to provide If, therefore, on information from 
these sources any general staff had reason tp suspect that any 
of its neighbours was purchasing more armament than could 
be paid for by its appropriation, it could then demand an in- 
vestigation by the League of Nations. The system of mutual 
control to be set up will be discussed in a later chapter; it is 
enough to say here that no system could be adequate which 
did not ensure the nght of full investigation into the armament 
expenditure and accounts of any state by the impartial and 
expert agents of the League, on the demand of any other con- 
tracting party which could make a pnma facie case for holding 
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that a violation of the agreed armament limitation had 
occurred. 

Second, there is the safeguard that practically every civilized 
country in the world is now governed by ministers dependent 
on the support of freely elected Parliaments; that these 
ministers have to secure sanction for their expenditure of every 
kind from then Parliaments; that they would therefore have 
to explain and defend in parliamentary debate the whole of 
their military budgets ;.dhat this would give the opportunity in 
every country to sociahst and other Members in whose eyes 
the strict fulfilment of mtemational pledges is the first element 
in patriotism and national honour, to examine these budgets 
m the fullest detail, to decide, often in the light of their own 
administrative experience, whether the treaty obligations in 
respect of armament had been observed, and, if they were not 
satisfied, to demand fuller information on the pomt It is true 
that there are still countries where at the present time budgets 
are not submitted to full parliamentary discussion and control,^ 
but to cover such cases it might well be provided in the treaty 
that every signatory power should undertake to publish its 
whole military budget and to submit it to public debate in its 
legislative or other national assembly. No Government could 
refuse such a proposal at the Disarmament Conference without 
throwing itself under grave suspicion of bad faith. 

It may be objected to this argument that no Member of 
Parliament would, in fact, be able in this way to discover 
breaches of the treaty obligations unless they were on the 
greatest scale. But it must be remembered, first, that in most 
countries the budget is submitted to most searchmg examination 
and criticism m parhamentary committees composed largely of 
the political opponents of the Government of the day ; second, 
that any Member who accused the Government of bad faith 
would not have to rely only on his own resources in findmg out 
the truth He would, in all civilized and democratic countries, 
be supported by a great body of citizens who, in the normal 
pursuit of their daily avocations, would obtain information that 
would enable them to assist him on the point. It would, for 
examplci be difficult, to say the least, for any Government to 
1 Italy, Spain, Greece, Japan, Russia. 
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build up secret stores of shells or weapons without working 
men of many categories being " in the kno,w.” All armaments, 
indeed, of every kmd are made and handled at every stage by 
working men, and the Trade Unions to which these working men 
belong would not hesitate to help anyone who was seeking to 
oblige a disloyal Government to observe the pledges it had 
made Anyone familiar with the attitude of the German 
workers towards the disarmament of their country in 1919 will 
know that this is true, and that it is a factor of the first im- 
portance in the whole question of armament control. The fact 
that the goodwill of the German workers was rapidly destroyed 
by the contmuation of the Allied blockade and by other parts 
of the Allied pohcy towards their country does not invalidate 
the point. 

To overlook the power of the organized workers to help in 
carrying out armament restrictions would, therefore, be a grave 
mistake It would be no less foohsh to neglect the factor of the 
general goodwill that will be created in every country by a 
disarmament treaty The body of opinion m every democratic 
state favourable to the honest execution of armament limitation 
will be a great and growing power, and its influence on both 
Parliaments and Governments must be taken seriously into 
account when an attempt is made to estimate the chances of the 
successful working of the budgetary appropriation plan now 
being discussed 

There is, moreover, another way m which the working of 
the plan proposed could be made both simpler and more 
effective, if the Governments were willing to accept the re- 
strictions which it would involve: the insertion in the disarma- 
ment treaty of provisions for the full publicity of the accounts 
of all armament firms or other establishments, public or private, 
in which arms and ammunition are produced. This suggestion 
will be considered in more detail when the general subject of the 
private manufacture of, and traffic in, arms comes to be dis- 
cussed.^ For the moment it is enough to say that it would 
again be very difficult for any country to resist this proposal if 
it were put forward at the Disarmament Conference, and that, 
if it were agreed to, it would much facilitate the control of the 
i Cf. chap, xvi., infra. 
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limitation of armament and ammumtion by the system of 
budgetary appropriation 

It may be concluded, then, that there are reasonable grounds 
for hoping that this system of budgetary appropriation would 
prevent any large-scale violation of treaty restrictions on arms 
and ammunition. In some countries where the sense of national 
honour is rudimentary or perverted, minor breaches would 
probably occur, but if they were on any considerable scale 
their neighbour states would not hesitate to demand a League 
mvestigation, from which budgetary diversion or other disloyal 
manoeuvres could only be concealed by a measure of good 
fortune on which no Government, however reckless, would dare 
to count. 

A few words may conveniently be said at this point on the 
chief advantage of the plan of armament limitation that has 
been proposed. It is this that by attaching to the factor of 
armament a fixed money appropriation that must be voted 
every year, it would focus on it the attention of the tax-payers 
and of the representatives of the tax-payers in national Parlia- 
ments. It would thus create the maximum degree of parlia- 
mentary pressure, not only for the strict observance of the 
limits fast laid down, but also — what is even more important — 
for subsequent and increased reductions in those limits. More- 
over, by its very elasticity it would make it easier to secure such 
subsequent reductions as the years went by and general con- 
fidence increased. In many ways, as was said above, this 
method is less satisfactory than the Peace Treaty system of 
schedule hmitation of the actual weapons and munitions 
allow.ed for every thousand men. But it has this advantage 
over the Peace Treaty system, that it would no doubt be simpler 
to secure general agreement for a 10 per cent or a 25 per cent 
reduction in a standard money sum than it would be to get 
such agreement for, say, an eqmvalent reduction in the number 
of pernutted tanks and guns 

In addition, the proposed system has this further advantage, 
common both to it and to the more rigid Peace Treaty system, 
that the smaller the standard appropriation that is allowed, 
the more efficiently wiU it work. N ot only will greater economies 
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be obtained, not only will the risk of competition in various 
kinds of armament be removed, not only will the dangers of 
incipient hostihties, if they should happen, be much less, but 
with every reduction that is effected, the whole thing will be- 
come easier — and much easier — ^to control This is plainly so, 
the less money there is in the annual appropriation, the less 
the arms and ammunition that ought to be in existence, the 
more easily will excessive production be found out. 

Again, and in a similar way, the prohibition of any class 
of weapon — tanks, gas, big guns, etc. — would fro tanto make 
mutual supervision and control easier and more effective under 
the system of limitation that has been proposed. This system 
thus fits in with all the main objectives which it is the purpose 
of a disarmament treaty to secure Although, therefore, it 
may be less satisfactory than would be the general application 
of the Peace Treaty system, it may fairly be said that it might be 
an adequate second best 

8. Limitation of Total Army Budget — It may be asked why, 
if it is expected that the limitation of armament by budgetary 
appropriation would work so easily and well, the same plan 
should not be applied to army budgets as a whole The answer 
is that the limitation of armament will only work easily and 
well if the budgetary appropriations are relatively very low, 
that the limitation of total budgets is a more complicated and 
difficult affair, but that none the less, if certain conditions are 
fulfilled, there Is no conclusive reason why it should not be 
attempted, and some reasons why it should. 

The limiting conditions are two. 

First, it is essential that the financial limitation of the total 
army budget should be made in addition to, and not instead of, 
the hmitation of armament above proposed. In other words, 
there would be laid down in the treaty two separate budgetary 
appropriations, one, as above, for arms and am m unition alone, 
the other for remaining army costs. This is necessary, because 
otherwise there wiU. be virtually no way of controlling the amount 
of armament which countries may possess, and without such 
control, it has been argued, no disarmament system can inspire 
the general confidence that is essential to suqcess. But if the 
double appropriation were laid down, then of course the limita- 
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tion of the total budget could only help to ma^e the limitation 
of armament yet more effective. For obviously a control of 
the total budget would make it easier to detect the diversion 
of money from its proper purpose to the secret production of 
excessive armament. , 

Second, it is essential that no attempt should be made, like 
that of the Soviet Government at fhe Moscow Conference in 
1922,^ to lay down a fixed standard appropriation per man or 
per thousand men, which every country would be asked not 
to exceed. It has been explained above that, owing to differ- 
ences in army organization and in the national standards of 
living, a given sum of money gives very different quantities of 
military strength in different countries An attempt, therefore, 
to impose a standard appropriation per thousand men would 
meet a double difficulty; if it were calculated on the costs of 
a country with a high standard of living, it would achieve little 
or no general result ; if it were calculated on the costs of a country 
with a low standard of living, it would involve grave injustice 
to the richer states For this reason, it is necessary that if 
total budgets are limited, the limitation for each country must 
be based on the average expenditure per thousand men which 
— apart from the cost of arms and ammunition — ^the upkeep 
of its own army has in the past involved. The calculation for 
each country could either be made on its budget figure for the 
last year before the disarma m ent treaty came into force, or for 
some year before the Great War — e.g., 1913 — ot on an average 
of the figures over a giv6n period of years. Before the calcula- 
tions could be made at all it would, of course, be necessary to 
redraft all the budgets in accordance with the kind of standard 
model above referred to , this would be the only way to get rid of 
the misleading differences in methods of accounting described 
in Chapter VI. The process of thus redrafting the budgets of 
past years would be a heavy and complicated task, but one 
that it would, no doubt, be possible to carry out. 

If this plan were followed, therefore, each country would be 
allowed to spend upon the upkeep of each thousand of its 
pernaitted effectives, for all purposes other than the purchase 
of arms and ammunition, a fixed percentage — the same for all 
1 Cf chap vii., supra. 
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the signatory powers — of that which it had previously spent 
in some given year or years ^ A supplementary provision 
would, of course, be needed to the effect that if a country 
changed its military system — ^for example, from a voluntary 
army to conscription — ^if it lowered its rates of army pay, or if 
m some other way it altered the previous standards of its costs, 
a correspondmg change would then be made in the appiopriation 
which it would thereafter be allowed. The actual percentage 
of previous expenditure to be permitted would be settled by a 
negotiation at the Disarmament Conference, again it would be 
true that the lower the rate of expenditure allowed, the more 
easily could its observance be controlled 

It has been said before that if the effectives of an army and 
its armament and ammunition are limited by treaty, additional 
expenditure upon its upkeep will not give an increase in its 
aggressive power. For this reason the limitation of total army 
budgets on the plan described is not an essential part of a 
disarmament scheme. But, though not essential, it may be 
none the less desirable. It would fit in well with the general 
plan of the treaty which has been proposed, it would be elastic 
in the restrictions which it would impose on the liberty of 
Governments; it would concentrate parliamentary attention 
on another aspect of the cost of armed forces, it would provide 
an easy mechanism for other repeated and progressive reductions 
in' the economic burden which they cause, it would render more 
effective the cohtrol of the budgetary appropriation for the 
vital factor of arms and ammunition; it would pro tanto — and 
if the total appropriations were much reduced it would to a 
great degree — ^prevent the building up of large and well-trained 
reserves in addition to the standing peace-effectives that are 
prescribed. Being supplementary to the system of Versailles — 
for that has no such budget hmitation — ^it would in part at least 
make up for and replace some of the more rigid limitations of 

1 An alternative to tliis proposal would be to work out some general 
standard appropriation per thousand men applicable to all contracting 
powers, subject to allowances made in accordance with the average stan- 
dard of hving, rates of army pay for ofScers and men, etc , in the different 
countries On the whole the plan proposed in the text seems much 
Simpler, and, since the factors of man-power and armament are to be 
dealt with in other ways, equally effective 
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the Peace Treaties which other Governments will not now 
accept. 

For these reasons it may be hoped that the limitation of total 
army budgets by some such scheme as that proposed will at 
least be considered with proper care before it is rejected. 

9. Vehicles — One other factor in the military strength of 
land forces must be mentioned — the means of army transporta- 
tion, There is no doubt that vehicles of various kinds — animal 
transport, motor transport, tractor and caterpillar transport — 
play a great part in the efficient organization and manoeuvring 
of a modern army. Of two opposing forces, equal in all other 
ways, that with the better transport would have a great and 
perhaps, in circumstances that can be conceived, a decisive 
advantage in the field. Is it necessary, then, to include m the 
disarmament treaty some special limitation of the amount of 
transportation which the various armies may respectively 
maintam ? 

It would, no doubt, be theoretically desirable to do so. But 
on practical grounds it may be wiser not to try Transport, 
in spite of its mcreased importance, is still only a factor of the 
second rate; so much so, indeed, that it is neglected altogether 
in the Treaty of Versailles. Moreover, it would be included m 
the general limitations of man-power and also of the army 
budget, if the plan suggested m the previous paragraph were 
carried out Modern means of transport are costly in the ex- 
treme both in men and money; if total army funds were limited, 
there would be no danger that great transport systeins would be 
built up. It may be concluded, therefore, that no special limi- 
tation of vehicles need be inserted in the disarmament treaty. 

10 .Colonial Armies . — It was said above that there is general 
agreement that some limitation must be devised for the strength 
and equipment of colonial forces.’^ Lord Esher’s system of 
leaving to colomal powers freedom to maintain as large colonial 
armies as they like could only be justified if such armies did 
not add in any way to the military strength of the mother 
countries. In fact no such justification could be made for the 
colonial forces which some states to-day maintain 

This being so, the Temporary Mixed Commission laid down 
1 Cf. cliap. vu , sihpra 
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the principles by which they suggested that the question of 
colonial armies might be solved ^ They proposed first that, 
since colonial forces have their own distinct and legitimate 
functions to perform, they should be dealt ivith in " a special 
agreement supplementary to the general reduction agreement.” 
This supplementary agreement would no doubt be very 
similar in form to the general treaty, if not indeed identically 
the same; it would contain a limitation of effectives and of 
armament; it would establish the same fixed proportion between 
the two; it might be signed either as a distinct international 
instrument by the colonial powers alone, or as a separate but 
integral part of the general treaty, signed by aU the contracting 
countries. Probably the latter would be the better course, as 
the existence and the strength of colonial forces of course 
concern not only those countnes which possess them, but every 
countiy which is intending to disarm. 

As for the strength of the colonial forces which would 
be allowed, the Temporary Mixed Commission’s principles are 
again important. They defined colonial forces as those " ac- 
knowledged to be necessary for the occupation or defence of 
colonies,” and which would therefore be "unable to take part 
in the defence of the mother-country ” It is true that these 
principles are somewhat vague, and that a negotiation would be 
required both between the colonial powers themselves and 
between tl^e colonial and the non-colonial powers to settle the 
actual scale of 1:he forces to be allowed But there are many 
colonial possessions throughout the world where, for the reasons 
mentioned in Chapter VII, the armed units have been kept 
down to the absolute minimum essential for keeping the peace 
and protecting the frontiers. There would therefore be no 
lack of previous workmg standards by reference to which the 
Temporary Mixed Commission’s principle could be applied. 

It must be admitted that the application of these prmciples 
to the reduction and limitation of British colonial forces, and 
of that part of the British array which is devoted to policing 
colonies, seems at first sight to present a complex problem. 
But in fact the strength maintained m most British colonies is 
fairly near the minimum required for keeping peace; there is 
* Cl. chap, vii., supra. 
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very little margin, as was shown at the outbreak of war in 19141 
for ordinary international warfare, whether of aggression or 
defence Even including those parts of the standing British 
Army proper which are maintained in fact for colonial defence, 
we should probably have no difficulty in satisfying the demands 
whether of other colonial powers or of other ordinary states 
participatmg in the Disarmament Conference. India, of 
course, which is now virtually a Dominion in international 
status, would have to be dealt with as a separate signatory 
of the general treaty, and not as a colony at all. 

There is no need to pomt out the great advantages that 
would follow from an agreement on these lines about colonial 
forces Such an agreement will not be easy to obtain, but if it 
were obtained, it would at one blow wipe out one of the great 
danger^ of Imperialism, and would put an end, among other 
things, to the use of Black armies in European affairs, and to 
the militarization of the African native which is so grave a 
menace at the present time 

Jii^Summary — A summary may now be made of the 
suggestions for a scheme of land disarmament put forward in 
this chapter 

On the assumption that the general apphcation of the Peace 
Treaty system would not be accepted, it has been proposed 
that a treaty including the following provisions should be made : 

(i.) The peace-time effectives of the standing armies 
should be limited “ on a numerical basis. ” This limitation 
should cover all ranks of every branch of the army and its 
services. 

, (ii.) Auxiliary forces (armed police, forest guards, 
Customs officials, etc.) should be limited in accordance with 
the prmciples of the Peace Treaty system, special arrange- 
ments being made for those few countries which maintain 
particularly large and well-trained forces of that sort. 

(hi.) An attempt should be made to secure general accept- . 
ance for the scheme of tactical organization contained in 
the three later Treaties of Peace This attempt is unlikely 
to be successful; in any case, the point is not essential to 
a workable scheme. 
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(iv.) For the purpose of limiting reserves, the maximum 
proportion of officers should be limited to one-twentieth 
of the permitted effectives, of non-commissioned officers 
to one-fifteenth, and the number of military academies 
and training schools should be restricted in a fixed pro- 
portion to the total prescribed effectives of each state. 
The general prohibition of foreign military missions and 
of foreign enlistment should, if possible, be obtained 

(v.) The length of service in conscription countries 
should, if possible, be hnuted to the shortest period for 
which agreement can be obtamed, but this again, while 
most desirable, is not essential to a workable scheme 

(vi ) The strength of Territorial forces and Militias 
should be limited first by an agreed restriction on the 
annual framing which they may be given every year, 
second, by fixing an agreed proportion between the num- 
ber of prescribed effectives and the number of permitted 
Territorials. Special arrangements should be made to 
increase the proportion of Territorials allowed to non- 
conscription countries. 

(vii ) For the limitation of the arms with which the per- 
mitted troops may be equipped, either the system of the 
Peace Treaties should be applied, or, if that is impossible, 
as it almost certainly will be, a fixed annual sum of money 
should be allowed every year to each signatory power for 
the equipxnent of each thousand of its men. 

In addition an attempt should be made to secure general 
agreement for the prohibition of as many as possible of 
the modern weapons of war, such as tanks, etc., which add 
greatly to the destructiveness of warfare and to the cost 
of preparation for it. 

The annual budgetary appropriation per thousand men 
allowed for the provision of arms should cover ammunition 
as well as weapons. 

(viii ) In addition to fixing a maximum annual appro- 
priation for arms and ammunition, it may be desirable? — 
though again it is not essential — ^also to limit the t^tal 
army budgets of the signatory states. This limitation 
should be based on the past expenditure of §ach state, in 
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order to allow for the vaiying factors of army organization 
and national standards of hving 

(ix.) For colohial armies a special supplementary agree- 
ment should be made, if possible as part of the general 
treaty 

Th^se are prmciples by the application of which it should 
be possible, if tH| Governments have serious intentions in the 
matter, to make a^neral treaty of disarmament on land. Such 
a treaiy, if not pirSect, woijld yet achieve a great part of the 
purposes for whtcn^ disarmament is desired. 

But it IS plain that these principles do not cover the whole 
problem even of land armaments There are other questions 
of which nothing has yet been said — ^the manufacture of arma- 
ments, their sale at home and abroad, mutual control over the 
observance pf the treaty — questions evidently vital to the 
successful working of any limitation of any kmd. But these 
questions affect not only land armaments, but also naval and 
aenal armaments m an equal if not in a greater degree. Their 
consideration may, therefore, usefully be postponed until naval 
and aerial disarmament have been discussed. 

It IS also true that even if everythmg suggested in this chapter 
were whoUy carried out, there would stiU remam to be dealt 
with other grave dangers connected with the use of armaments 
on land. There would remain above all the question of chemical ■ 
warfare — a danger so grave that a distinguiSied expert has - 
said that the whole mihtary clauses of the Treaty of Versailles . 
are irrelevant to the real problem of the future. Chemical 
warfare will be discussed at a later stage In the meantime, 
it is <enough to say that up till to-day it has been upon the 
factors of military strength discussed in this chapter that the 
powers have lavished their treasure and their organizing skill. 
Unless and until these factors are reduced and hmited by some 
such plans as those put forward here, there can be no disarma- 
ment worthy of the name. They are the first objective, what- 
ever else may lie further on behind. 



CHAPTER X ' 

NAVAL ARMAMENTS— EXISTING TREATIES 

There is a prevalent idea that the problem of naval armaments 
was disposed of by the Washington Conference of 1921. That 
idea is false. There is at the present moment a naval com^ 
petition going on almost as intense and almost as costly as tha4 
which was ended by the Washington Conference. It is among 
the Great Powers that this new naval competition has become 
particularly keen, but it is not only they who are concerned. 
Among the smaller powers as well some could be named which are 
imperilling their future economic prospenty by a policy of naval 
expansion, without adding to their national safety in any way. 
A new treaty of naval disarmament, therefor^, is required — 
a treaty which shall be “ general ” in both senses of the word, 
which shall cover every class of fighting ship and include among 
its signatories all naval powers, actual or potential, throughout 
the world. 

The making of such a general naval treaty ought, for two 
reasons, to be nmch easier than the making of a treaty of land 
disarmament. ■^'First, there are already in existence two model 
treaties, one of" each kind — one, that is to say, of unilateral 
disaimament enforced by victor states upon a vanquished 
power, the other of mutual disarmameg,t voluntarily accepted 
by the five naval leaders of the world. '"'Second, naval disarma- 
ment is, in itself, a simpler technical problem than the dis- 
armament of land or air forces — ^simpler, because, in naval 
armaments, the doctrine of the " dominant factor ” comes so 
near to being true that a treaty which limits warships and the 
guns they carry, neglecting aU other factors of naval strength, 
will virtually solve the problem. A few words will show why 
this is so. 

4(^irst, a warship can only use a limited number of meij. 
may not maintain its full establishment in time of peace, 
if its crew are to be efficient for purposes of war, it must main- 
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tain a great proportion of them. And, once its full war cona- 
plement has been made up, it has no need of any more reserves. 
If some of its crew afe killed or wounded in action, their vessel 
will almost certainly be damaged also, and reserves for replace- 
ment will therefore not be needed In short, a navy has little 
need of trained reserves to replace or to augment its fighting 
crews in time of war. 

/ Second, a navy can only use in time of war the weapons with| 
which it is equipped in time of peace. Ships are always fiitted 
with aU the guns which they are budt to carry, and additions 
to them mean structural changes, which, if they are possible 
at all, would put a vessel out of action for a lengthy period of 
time. 

^Third, the fighting ships which a state can use in time of war 
are those and those only which it has m time of peace ’> Their 
numbers cannot suddenly be increased by the construction of 
new units Even the smallest fighting craft take many months 
to build, and every important unit of attack takes so long that 
a war would almost certainly be over before it could be finished. 

Fourth, a Government cannot build or keep in secret fighting 
ships which under a disarmament treaty it is not allowed to 
have. The construction or existence of a fighting ship of any 
kind cannot be successfully concealed. 

Fifth, naval ships and weapons, unlike some important 
weapons of land and air warfare, have no peace-time use. 
Thus there are not in existence, if war breaks out, large 
reserve supplies which can be suddenly diverted from civil to 
military use. 

It may be concluded, therefore, that the war-strength of a 
navy is to all intents and purposes the same as its peace-strength, 
and that its peace-strength cannot be concealed. From that it 
follows that the signatories to a treaty of naval disarmament 
may be certain that its clauses will m fact secure the result 
which they are intended to secure. And this is not doctrine 
only , as the Treaty of V ersailles has shown. While inrtumerable 
difficulties have arisen in the execution of the land clauses of 
th^^ treaty, there has not once been a dispute about the paval 
clailfe. In this way also, therefore, a naval treaty is simpler 
than a land treaty, that it will inspire full confidence in those 
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who sign it, that its terms will be faithfully observed, and that 
they cannot lead to any unforeseen or dangerous surprise. 

Again, it may be simpler for the filrther reason, already 
mentioned, that various factors — for example, reserve personnel 
and reserve weapons' — can, if necessary,- be neglected Whether 
in fact it may be wiser to neglect them will be later on dis- 
cijssed. 

• I Similarly, the problem of naval disarmament is comparatively 
simple in its second technical aspect — i e., in the measurement 
•and comparison of the naval strength of different countries. 
Navies can be measured and compared with great exactitude by 
the guns and tonnage of their ships, for on these two factors 
their effective fighting strength depends These factors, 
moreover, permit measurements which can quite simply be 
written down m the schedules of an international treaty. 

It must be added, however, that there are two pomts that 
are of much more importance in connection with naval than 
with other kinds of armaments: first, the international traffic 
in arms is obviously so, since the sudden and unrestricted sale 
of fighting ships from one power to another might makq,a 
disarmament treaty no better than a dangerous farce, second, 
fortifications and naval bases, which plainly have a particular 
importance in the offensive power of naval forces But there 
is no reason to doubt that if a general agreement can be made 
about ships themselves, it will be quite easy to deal also with 
these questions of traffic and bases. It is therefore fair to say 
that, apart from the negotiation of the ratio of naval strengdi 
between the different contracting parties, there is no other 
question which should be of much difiiculty or which should 
greatly comphcate the negotiation of the schedules in -which 
the ratio agreement will be wntten down 

Of existing treaties of naval disarmament, only the two 
mentioned above need be described. Between them they 
should furnish adequate guidance for the drafting of a general 
treaty. The Treaty of Versailles may be taken first; both 
chronologically and logically it ought to come before the 
Washington Convention 

Treciij^ of VersmlUs .- — ^The authors of the naval clauses 
of tfieTffeaty of Versailles followed ihe example of their army 
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colleagues in limiting, so far as it was possible to do so by treaty, 
every factor of German naval strength, and in inserting every 
provision which they believed would help to keep that strength 
permanently and effectively at the limit which was allowed. 
It follows from the arguments above that there are in naval 
warfare no Periods A ” and ‘‘ B but if there were, the 
treaty clauses could no doubt be fairly said to limit German 
naval strength in both. 

A brief analysis of these clauses may be useful. 

I. LirmtaUon of F%ghUng Ships, — (i.) The naval section of 
the treaty begins by a list of the fighting units which the German 
navy is permitted to retam. It includes four classes only : 

(a) Six battleships of the Deutschland or Lothringen type. 

(&) Six light cruisers 

(c) Twelve destroyers. 

[d) Twelve torpedo boats. 

The individual ships may be replaced, on certain conditions, 
which will be considered in a moment, but the total strength 
must never exceed that shown above Limitation, it may be 
noted, is not made by tonnage, but by a definite schedule of 
permitted units Smce, however, in the replacement clauses 
there are rigid limits on the size of the ships that may be built, 
the point is one of form and not of substance. 

(ii.) All the other fighting ships in the possession of the 
German Government were handed over to the Allied powers 
for disposal. The treaty gives a list by name of the” battleships 
and cruisers handed over, for destroyers and torpedo boats it 
simply provides that forty-two and fifty units respectively of 
these.two classes, to be chosen by the Governments of the Allies, 
should be surrendered ^ 

As is well known, the warships that were handed over were, 
in fact, sunk by their German crews^ There is little doubt 
that in any case they would have been destroyed. 

(iii.) All the ships of war under construction for the German 
Government when the treaty came into force were broken up, 
This, of course, was only a necessary consequence of the limita- 
tion of Germany's total naval strength above referred to7 

1 Arts 184 and 185, 2 ^Vrt. 186. 
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(iv.) It was next provided that the German auxiliary 
cruisei's and fleet auxiliaries — a list of thirty-two is given by 
name — should be disarmed and treated for the future as 
merchant ships ^ Fleet auxiliaries did not need to be destroyed, 
for, of course, they were not really ships of war at all. They 
were only merchant vessels taken over by the navy and fitted 
with gtms enough to enable them to fulfil the duties of fleet 
supply in time of war. 

2. RestricUon of Weapons. — Naval weapons are restricted 
by the treaty almost as stringently as land and air weapons 
Thus, the German fleet is deprived of all its modern ships, 
it may not for the future possess any unit that could live for 
a single hour with the great fighting ships of the other navies 
of the world. 

(i.) As has been said, only four classes of ships are allowed: 
battleships (that is to say, armoured ships), light cruisers, 
destroyers, and torpedo boats 

(ii.) Every unit in these four classes must be far smaller and 
less powerful than the ships now built for other navies. The 
displacement limits laid down are as follows 

Armed ships 10,000 tons. 

Light cruisers . . . . . . . . 6,000 „ 

Destroyers 800 „ 

Torpedo boats 200 

(lii.) Jn addition to these general restrictions the German 
navy may possess no submarines of any kind, nor may any 
under-water unit be constructed or acquired by Germany 
" even for commercial purposes.'’® 

(iv.) The German navy must have no aircraft of any' kind. 
The aeroplane has already made so profound a difference in all 
questions of naval strategy and tactics that this restriction 
alone imposes a fatal handicap upon the German fleet. 

3. Armament and Ammunition. — (i.) The treaty further 
provides that the ships of war which Germany has been allowed 
to keep may have on board or in reserve only that allowance of 
arms, ammunition, and war material which the Allied powers 

^ Art. 187. * Art 190. ® Arts. 183 and 191. 
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may fix* ' It is clear, therefore — and this is the point which 
matters — ^that the Allied experts thought it worth their while 
not only to limit the^ German ships, but to limit also the arms 
and munitions with which those ships might be equipped. 
These provisions apply; of course, to mines and to torpedoes 
of all kinds 

(ii.) All such arms, munitions, and war material over and 
above what the Allied powers allowed Germany to retain were 
'' destroyed or rendered useless/' 

(hi*) AU stocks, dep6ts, or reserves of arms and ammunition 
not specifically permitted by the Allies are strictly forbidden 
by the treaty.^ 

These provisions follow very closely those of the land dis- 
armament clauses, and the arguments in their favour are the 
same. Of course, the amount of ammunition with which a 
navy is supplied, and the reserves which it maintains, may he 
as important to its offensive power during Period A as are 
munitions to the attacking strength of an .army operating on 
dry land. For this reason the limitation of munitions must he 
carefully considered in connection with a general treaty 
4I Ships in Reserve — It is plain from the general provisions 
already dealt with that Germany may not have ships in reserve 
which she could place in service if war broke out. To make 
assurance doubly sure, the general limitations are supplemented 
by a clause prohibiting the use of all articles, machinery, and 
material, arising from the breakmg-up of German warships of 
all kinds," from being used except for purely industrial or 
commercial purposes.^ 

5* Replacement of Sh^p $. — The replacement of permitted ships 
is, of course, of great importance in a naval treaty. Warships, 
like other weapons, become obsolescent; after a period of years, 
they may need to be replaced. The replacement permitted by 
the Treaty of Versailles allows Germany to substitute, after a 
fixed interval of time, new vessels of a certain size for those of 
the various classes shown above. Thus, after twenty years, 
she rnay replace her six battleships of the Deutschland or 
Lothringen type, and her six light cruisers, by new units which, 
as said above, must not exceed respectively 10,000 and 6,000 
1 Alt, 192. 2 Art tSd 
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tons. Similarly, after fifteen years, she may replace her de- 
stroyers and torpedo boats by units that must not exceed 
respectively 800 and 200 tons In every case, the period of 
fifteen or twenty years shall be counted from the date at which 
the ship was launched. It is worth noting that the Allies thus 
imposed upon Germany the same period of obsolescence for 
armoured ships which they themselves accepted in the Wash- 
*ington Convention. 

It should be added that if a ship is lost by accident, it may be 
replaced forthwith by a new unit, not larger than the standard 
size laid down. 

It should also be noted that new ships, which replace obso- 
lete units of the German navy, come under the general stipu- 
lations of Article 192, which limit the armament, munitions, 
and other war material of every ship to that which is allowed 
by the Allies. 

6. .Naval Personnel .- — The man-power permitted by the treaty 
to the German navy is limited to a total of 15,000 men, who 
must include not only the staff and crews of the fleet itself, but 
also the personnel of coast defence, signal stations, administra- 
tion, aU the land services of the fleet, and all officers and men 
of every grade and corps.^ 

7. Reserves of Mair-Power . — ^The provisions of the treaty about 
reserves of man-power for the German fleet are as elaborate 
and stringent as those about reserves for the German army, 
and, indeed, mutahs mutandts, they are almost identically the 
same. 1 

(i.) To begin with " no naval or military corps or reserve 
force in connection with the navy ” may be organized which is 
not included as part of the total effectives of 15,000 men.^ 

(ii.) Next, conscription for the navy is, of course, abolished, 
as it is for the army. Officers must serve a twenty-five-year 
period, and seamen twelve years. The strength of officers and 
warrant officers together is limited to 10 per cent of the total 
personnel, that is, to 1,500. Likewise, as in the military clauses, 
not more than 5 per cent of either officers or men may be 
discharged in any year, and if more are discharged they may 
not be replaced. There are the same restrictions upon the 
1 Art 183. 3 mi 
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training of ex-naval men who are now in civil life. Lastly, 
no one in the German mercantile marine, officer or man, shall 
receive any naval training of any kind.^ 

Why was it necessary to insert these elaborate restrictions 
upon the man-power of the German navy when, as was said 
above, additional man-power, even if it be unlimited in amount, 
can do little or nothing to mcrease the offensive power of a 
given naval force ? 

The authors of the treaty no doubt had three main reasons 
in mind. The first is shown by the use of the word “ military ’ ’ 
in Paragraph 4 of Article 183 ^ The disarmament clauses of the 
treaty hmit not only the navy, but, above all, the German 
army. Had there been no restriction upon the reserve corps 
which might be formed for the service of the German navy, 
there might have been built up under the disguise of a naval 
reserve a large and well-tramed military force, capable of 
taking part, with the German army, in land opeiations. This 
the Allies had obviously to prevent, unless they wished their 
main purpose to be defeated 

Second, the existence of a reserve force which has had some 
naval trainmg is of great value for the organization of auxiliary 
naval forces, such as supply cruisers, mine sweepers, and the 
like. Such services may possibly, on occasion, add directly 
to the offensive power of a navy, and there is no doubt that to 
improvise them at the last moment would be inconvenient. 

Third, the Alhes desired to protect themselves against the 
risk that Article 190 might not be observed, and that at a crisis 
Germany might buy from foreign powers a great number of 
additional fighting ships. If she had no trained reserves to 
man them, such a manoeuvre could not help her. 

For these reasons, therefore, and in accordance with the 
general principles of the disarmament clauses, all the re- 
strictions were placed upon the Germans’ right to raise naval 
reserves which the AUied experts were able to devise. 

8 . Manufacture of, and Traffic in, Naval Armaments . — ^The 
same restrictions as in the military clauses were placed upon the 

1 Art 194, Para, 5 

2 “ No naval or military corps or reserve force in connection with the 
navy may be orgamzed, ...” 
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manufacture of all articles of use in naval warfare, and upon 
their export from, or import into, Germany/ 

These restrictions, it may be repeated, are of particular 
importance in connection with naval armaments. 

9. Fortificahons and Naval Bases . — ^fortifications also have 
a special importance in naval warfai e On land they are purely 
defensive, but at sea the operations which fighting ships can 
♦carry out depend in great measure on the naval bases from 
which they work, and the protection from shore fortifications 
which they receive, such bases and fortifications, therefore, 
are a considerable factor in the offensive power of any given 
naval force. For this reason the treaty deals with the naval 
fortifications which Germany may possess. 

(i.) First, Germany may erect no fortifications and instal 
no guns of any kind within a defined area, the shores of which 
dominate "the maritime routes between the North Sea and 
the Baltic.” The fortifications previously existing in this area 
were destroyed and the guns removed ® 

(11.) All the fortifications, military establishments, and 
harbours on the islands of Heligoland and Dune were destroyed, 
and they may never be reconstructed in the future ® 

(iii ) Other fortifications within 50 kilometres of the German 
coast or German islands are to be " considered as of a defensive 
nature, and may -remain m their existing condition ” with the 
guns which they possessed when the treaty came into force, 
and with supplies of ammunition which are not to exceed 1,500 
rounds for "small calibre and 500 rounds for large calibre guns. 
No new fortifications of any kind, and no increase in the existing 
armament, shall be made. 

Such are the restrictions which the AUied experts and their 
Governments thought it worth while to impose upon the German 
navy by the Treaty of Versailles. 

Washington Naval Convention 

’^The Washington Conference was summoned in 1921 to end 
the stupendous race in new naval construction which had then 

1 Arts 189 and 192, Para 4, cf. chap ix > supy^ ^ Art. 195. 

® Part III, of Treaty of Versailles, Section XIII , Art. 115 
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begun between powers who a few years before had been fighting 
side by side against a common foe. Some idea was given in 
Chapter II of the appaUmg burden which that race imposed on 
the peoples of the states concerned. -The convention which the 
Conference drewup is important not only because it stopped that 
race, but also because it is the only important naval treaty of a 
"voluntary” kind The parties accepted its provisions notnnder 
compulsion, but exclusively because of their desire to safeguard 
the peace of the world and to mitigate the financial difficulties in 
which, as a consequence of the war, most of them were involved 
The Convention may fairly be said to have been "general” 
in the first meaning of the word, because its signatories included 
all the powers which in igcx had substantial strength in the 
two classes of fighting ships with which it dealt, because it did 
not come into force until it was ratified by all of them;^ and 
because, if any one of them denounced it, it forthwith ceased 
to bind the rest ^ It was, of course, not “ general ” m the other 
meaning of the word, and, indeed, its whole nature, and the 
provisions which it included, were profoundly affected by the 
fact that it only dealt with two categories of ships. In con- 
sidering whether any parts of it can serve as a model for a general 
treaty, this fact must be always borne in mind. 

But the general point of most importance concerning the 
Washington Convention is this . that although the Conference 
had met under the aegis of a power which had refused to join 
the League of Nations, although its purpose in the eyes of 
the American Administration was at least m part ^o show that 
progress could be made in the peaceful ordering of international 
affairs without the machinery or the entanglements of the 
League, yet the first problem which had to be dealt with, before 
anythmg could be done about disarmament, was the old League 
problem of security in a different form. The stumbling-block 
which prevented progress, until it was removed, was the Anglo- 
Japanese Alliance. The point may best be put in the words 
of a distingmshed commentator on the Conference and its work: 

“ As long as the Anglo- Japanese Alliance existed, Japan 
could rest assured that Singapore would never be a menace 
i Art. 24. a Art. 23. 
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to her. But as long as this Alliance existed, the Umted 
States could not be certain, looking at the question from 
the tactical standpoint, that the British and Japanese 
fleets would not be combined against her, making a ratio 
of 8 to 9 But if the Anglo-Japanese Alliance should 
be cancelled outright, as America wished, and an Anglo- 
Amencan understanding established, it would be possible 
for the fleets of these two powers to combine against Japan, 
with Singapore as a base, and making a ratio of 10 to 3. 
The Japanese Delegation believed that such a preponder- 
ance would offset the disadvantage of distance under 
which the American and British fleets would have to 
operate. It also believed that the British base at Smgapore, 
under these conditions, would serve as a joint base for 
both fleets, and that the advantage gaihed by Japan m 
the pledge of the United States not to construct bases of 
her own would thus be overcome Consequently, if the 
United States should insist on cancellmg the Anglo- 
Japanese Alliance, Japan would insist that some agreement 
be created which would assure her that the British and 
American fleets would not combme. These considerations 
led to the negotiation of the Four-Power Treaty.”^ 

And agam, Mr Buell says that when the Anglo-Japanese 
Alliance had been removed there was 

" no longer' any possibihty that the British and the 
Japanese fleets will serve as a unit against us (^ e , the 
U.S.A.). As we have seen, this possibility was an obstacle 
which prevented the adoption of any plan for the limitation 
of armaments until it was removed.’’^ 

The Four-Power Treaty was a loose arrangement compared 
to the Security Pacts wluch are required in Europe But h; 
was none the less, in a true sense of the words, a " security ” 
plan and one which by removing fears achieved its end. 

Such is the general nature and importance of the Washington 
Convention. Its detailed clauses may now be discussed, 

1 Pp. 170-1, Washington Confmnee, by Raymond Leslie Buell 
» Ibid. 
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except those general provisions which are relevant, not only to 
naval armament, but to disarmament as a whole, and which, 
therefore, may more usefully be examined at a later stage 
I L%mitahon of Ships, — The mam purpose of the Convention 
is to limit the strength pf the signatory powers in two principal 
categories of fighting umts battleships and aircraft- 
carriers.^ 

The method by which this limitation is effected is the fixing 
of the maximum tonnage m each of these two classes of ships 
which the signatories may respectively possess. No attempt 
is made to set up a standard unit m each class; the strength 
of the signatory parties is measured and compared by adding 
together the tonnage of various units of different sizes, and in 
the same way the agreed ratio between them is applied But 
the mere acceptance of a maximum total tonnage was not 
thought to be enough. Part I of Chapter II of the Convention 
consists of tables setting out in detail the name and the tonnage 
of every vessel which the parties may retain Thus, once an 
agreement had been made, no freedom of selection among their 
units was left to the naval staffs This system of detailed 
restriction is important 

A necessary consequence of this primary limitation and of 
the agreement about what ships should be retained was a 
mutual undertaking to abandon the construction programmes 
which the vanous powers had announced, and for which some 
of them had obtained parliamentary votes and sanction. A fur- 
ther consequence was an agreement that all ships, whether built 
or building, not included m the schedules of permitted units, 
should be destroyed. It is plain that any reduction of naval 
strength must mean the ruthless destruction of fighting units 
on which great sums of public money have quite recently been 
spent. This no doubt explains why an operation which, with- 
out any risk to national safety, prevents great economic waste 
should be popularly called a '' sacrifice ” 

2. The Restriction of Weapons , — The Washington Convention 
did not go so far as the Treaty of Versailles in restricting the 
kinds of weapon to be used in naval war But it did something 
of real value in hmiting the size of future ships and the calibre 
1 Arts. 4 and 7. 
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of the guns with which any ship of war may be equipped, 
Thus it provides: < 

(i) That for the future no capital ship may be laid 
down which exceeds 35,000 tons displacement ^ 

(li.) That no capital ship shall carry a gun with a calibre 
exceedmg 16 inches ® 

(lii ) That no aircraft-carrier shall be laid down which 
exceeds in displacement 27,000 tons, subject to the excep- 
tion that any constructing power may build two aircraft- 
carriers of not more than 33,000 tons each, if it does not 
thereby exceed the total tonnage m aircraft-carriers which 
it is allowed ® 

(iv.) That no aircraft-carrier may have a gun of more 
than 8-inch calibre, if an aircraft-carrier has any gun 
of over 6 inches, then by a comphcated arrangement the 
total number of its guns exceedmg 5 inches is limited to 10. 

In addition to these provisions, the Convention went outside 
the two categones of ships, with which it was chiefly meant 
to deal, and included other important restrictions on the means 
of naval war Thus 

(v.) No ship of any kind which exceeds 10,000 tons 
displacement shall be built or used, other than the capital 
ships and aircraft-carriers allowed for replacement by the 
treaty. This, of course, does not apply to merchant 
ships, "which are not built as men-of-war nor taken under 
Government control in time of peace, but which may be 
employed on auxiliary fleet duties or as transports. 

(vi.) No ship other than capital ships and aircraft- 
carriers may carry a gun of more than 8-mch calibre. 

(vii ) An attempt was also made to abolish the submarine 
as a means of naval war. Had this attempt succeeded it 
would have been by far the most important part of the 
restriction of weapons which the Convention carried out. 

But in spite of the failure over submarinp, what was done is 
by no means worthy of contempt. It has no doubt prevented 

1 Art. 5 


* Art. 6. 


3 Art. 9 
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a dangerous competition in the size of fighting units and in the 
offensive armament with which they are equipped. It has 
happened, indeed, that the limitation of vessels other than 
capital ships and aircraft-carriers to a maximum size of 10,000 
tons has had the unforeseen and unfortunate effect of making 
10,000 tons the minimum standard for the cruisers which naval 
staffs have since constructed. It has thus added to the cost 
of cruiser programmes, and has rendered older cruisers obsolete- 
But the blame for this result does not lie with the authors of the 
Convention, whose only purpose, successfully achieved, was to 
prevent other, more dangerous, forms of competition 
3, Armament LimitaUon —Beyond the restrictions just 
mentioned on the size of the weapons, there are few hmitations 
in the Convention on the armament with which fighting ships 
may be equipped. 

(I ) There is, of course, the limitation already mentioned 
on the number of guns allowed on aircraft-carriers 

(II ) There is a provision that the retained ships listed 
m the schedules may not be reconstmcted, nor their 
armour or their guns increased, beyond an additional 3,000 
tons displacement allowed for every vessel for anti-aircraft 
and submarme defence. A special exception to this rule 
is made for the French and Italian navies, which may, if 
they desire, increase the calibre of their guns to sixteen 
inches, to equal those already possessed by the other 
signatory powers.^ 

(in.) Apart from this, and apart from the general limita- 
tion on tonnage displacement, which, of course, automati- 
cally limits the armament with which a ship can be 
equipped, there is no attempt in the Convention to restrict 
the guns, torpedo tubes, or other weapons with which any 
unit may be equipped 

(iv.) Nor is there any attempt to limit the ammunition 
with which ships are furnished This, of course, is right, 
for even if the parties had desired on tins point — as no 
doubt they did not — to adopt the rigid system of Versailles, 
they could not have done so; since their Convention dealt 
1 Part 3, Section i D. 
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with a part only of their navies the observance of an 
ammunition agreement would have been impossible to 
control. 

4. Reserve Ships . — ^There are, however, provisions as rigid 
as those of the Treaty of Versailles to p'revent the keeping of 
additional reserve ships of the classes dealt with. Thus : 

(i ) Ships which under the Convention are to be destroyed 
may not, on any ground whatever, be reconverted to 
warlike use.^ An exception is made which allows the 
conversion of certain of them into aircraft-earners. The 
purpose of this exception, of course, was merely to prevent 
needless expenditure upon new aircraft-camers,^ which 
under the Convention the signatories were allowed to have. 

(ii.) Merchant ships may not be prepared in time of 
peace “ for the installation of warlike armaments for the 
purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war ” — i.e., 
the signatories may not prepare a great reserve of armed 
merchant ships to act as aui^iary scouts or cruisers. The 
only preparation allowed in merchantmen is the stiffening 
of decks required for the mounting of the six-inch guns they 
need for anti-submarine defence.® 

(iii.) It IS further provided — and the clause is noteworthy 
— that if a signatory power should, for whatever reason, be 
engaged in ’^far, it may not take into its own use any war- 
ship of whatever hind which is being built within its juns- 
dictionlfor a foreign power. This no doubt is a necessary 
consequence of the principle of an agreed and mutual 
reduction, but it is none the less a most important change 
in the practice of the past. The result of these various 
clauses~to achieve it is the purpose of every disarmament 
agreement — ^is that the relative strength in ships of the 
signatory parties will be, in time of war, exactly what it 
is in time of peace. The Washmgton Convention leaves 
Undone nothing that is useful to this end. 

5. The Destruction of Shtps.—TiQxi, there are elaborate 
clauses laying down how " scrapped ” ships shall be rendered 

1 Art) 13. * Art. 13, * Art. 14. 
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permanently unfit for further warlike use There were, of 
course, no similar clauses in the Treaty of Versailles because 
the German ships were handed over for disposal to the Allies. 

The Washington Convention allows two stages in destruction » 
First, within six months of the date on which a ship is due to be 
scrapped, the parties must have removed all its guns, armour, 
conning-towers, turrets, hydraulic or electric mountings, fire- 
control instruments, ammunition and mines, torpedoes and 
tubes, wireless telegraphy, and all landing and flying-off plat- 
forms and other aviation accessories. The ship, in short, must 
have been made quite useless for any warlike purpose Second, 
vuthin eighteen months from the same date “ final scrapping '' 
must have been effected in one of three specified ways. A 
vessel may be permanently sunk, or it may be '' broken up,'' 
and all its machinery, boilers, and armour of every kind 
removed; or lastly, it may be put to target use. 

For the ships to be scrapped when the Convention first came 
into force, the periods began to run from the moment of its 
ratification by all the powers For ships to be scrapped, when 
in 1932 replacement first begins, the periods start on the 
date of completion of successor ships ^ 

6 Replacement ^ — The rules for the replacement of ships in 
a treaty of naval disarmament are, of course, of capital 
importance Since the life of a fighting ship is brief, rigid 
replacement clauses may secure reductions at a later date for 
which no immediate agreement can be obtained For this 
reason the replacement clauses of the Washington Convention 
deserve particular attention. They provide as follows : 

, (i.) The life of capital ships and aircraft-carriers is laid 
down as twenty years — ^the period allowed for armoured 
vessels in the Treaty of Versailles 

(ii.) In principle, therefore, ships retamed may he 
replaced as and when they reach the age of twenty years. 
Accordingly the keels of new ships, for the construction 
of which three years are allowed, may be laid down 
seventeen years after the launching of the units which they 
are to substitute. 


1 Chap li , part 2 
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(iii } Moreover, the Convention lays down in a detailed 
schedule the exact dates at which each unit shall be 
replaced and on which its replacing ship may be begun, 
but it allows the parties, if they so desire, to alter the order 
in which their ships are scrapped. Jt would obviously not 
matter to any other power if, for reasons of an administra- 
tive or sentimental nature, a naval staff decided to retain 
an older and to scrap a younger ship 
(iv.) There follows a most important clause, which 
provides that no replacement building shall be begun for 
a period of ten years from the date when the Convention 
was drawn up, that is to say, until 1931, keels laid down in 
that year maturmg, of course, for actual replacement of 
existing units in 1934. There would thus be no actual 
scrapping until 1934 of existing ships which the parties 
are permitted to retain. 

This is the famous “ Naval Holiday ” — in itself of 
great importance, and capable of being used, if the parties 
so agreed, to even better purpose For obviously at any 
moment up to 1931 the parties could quite easily agree to 
prolong the " Holiday ” and to postpone the date at 
which replacement might begin. 

(v.) It should be added that some small exceptions are 
made in the replacement clauses in favour of Italy and 
France, these two powers being allowed to scrap certain 
ships before they reach the statutory age of twenty 
years 

This favourable treatment was allowed on the ground 
that France and Italy, owing to their need for economic 
reconstruction — the point must be noted for future 
reference — ^had not been able since the war to keep their 
"proper place” in naval preparation 
(vi) The dates of replacement in the schedules are 
arranged to allow the powers to keep their total tonnage 
in capital ships at the following figures: 

U S. A. and Great Britain .. .. 525,000 

Japan 315,000 

France and Italy 175,000 



Naval Armaments: Existing Treaties 191 ’ 

The agreed ratio between them will thus be permanently 
maintained. 

Moreover, if the Naval Hohday were prolonged beyond 
ten years, or if the scheduled scrapping were carried out, 
as, of course, it might be, without replacement, thus bring- 
ing a general and equal reduction in the strength of all the 
powers, the agreed ratio of strength between them would 
still remain intact, and no new negotiation on the point 
would be required This system of replacement by 
detailed schedules has, therefore, the immense advantage 
that it renders future agreement for increased reduction 
as simple as it well can be 

(vu.) Two exceptions to these general rules were made: 

First, while the other countries undertook to build for 
the future capital ships of 35,000 tons displacement, and, 
therefore, had their replacement units entered in the 
schedules under letters A, B, C, and D, etc , with the actual 
figure of 35,000 tons against each letter,^ Italy, by special 
declaration, kept the right to build smaller units, if she 
desired to do so, within, of course, her total tonnage limit 
of 175,000 tons Some experts think, on general grounds 
of naval policy, that it was Italy who chose the wiser part,^ 

Second, as in the Treaty of Versailles, if a ship is lost 
by accident, it may be replaced at once, the regular replace- 
ment programme being advanced to that extent. This 
provision, of course, is obviously required, if the agreed 
ratio of strength between the parties is to be maintained 

7. Naval Personnel — ^The Washmgton Convention has no 
provisions for the limitation of naval personnel. Obviously 
there 'Could be none in a Convention which dealt with part only 
of the navies of the signatory states. 

8. Arms Traffic— The. provisions of the Convention about 
the trafiic in arms, however, are particularly strong, as, of 
course, they must be to give the parties confidence that the 
Convention ratio will be in fact mamtained. Thus* 

(i.) No ships may be constructed, either in Government 
arsenals or by private firms, within the jurisdiction of the 
^ Cf. Tables m Appendix IV 2 Note to chap, ii., part 3, section 2. 



192 


Disarmament 


parties, for any foreign navy, which exceed, either in 
tonnage or m armament, the ships which the parties 
themselves are allowed by the Convention to maintain ^ 

(ii ) If any fighting ship of any kind is bmlt within 
the jurisdiction of a party for any power which is not 
a signatory to the Convention, the other parties must be 
immediately informed and furmshed with full details of its 
construction. Thus, full publicity is secured for inter- 
national traffic in ships of war between the signatories 
and the outside world.^ 

(ui ) Next, as has been already said, if any signatory is 
engaged m war, it may on no account whatsoever take into 
its own service any ships which have been or are being built 
within its jurisdiction — even by a Government arsenal — 
for foreign powers. This, again, is vital to the effective 
maintenance of the ratio, and it has also an important bear- 
ing on the problems of private manufacture of, and trade 
in, arms ® 

(iv ) Last, every party gives a sweeping undertaking 
not to dispose in any way whatever, either by gift, sale, 
or any other " mode of transfer,” of any vessel of war of any 
category or description, in such a way that that vessel may 
come into the service of a foreign power.^ To those who 
remember the practice of the past, this may seem to be a 
drastic and surprising ordinance of self-denial; but it is, in 
fact, no more than commonsense. It is, moreover, a clause 
that is essential to prevent the gift of ships to non-signatory 
powers, with a secret undertaking that these powers would 
give them back to their previous owners if war should 
ever happen to break out. It shows once more the great 
importance of the problem of the traffic in arms in any 
treaty of general disarmament. 

9. Mutual Control.~~'Da.&ce is only the simplest of provisions 
in the Washington Convention for ” mutual control.” It 
consists in a general undertaking among the parties to exchange 

Art. 15 — i.e., 35,000 tons for capital ships, 27,000 for aircraft- 
carriers, 10,000 tons for other ships, etc., as above. 

» Art 16 s Art 


‘ Art 18 
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full information about the ships which they decide to scrap, 
about the units by which those ships shall be replaced, about 
the dates of Government authonzation for these changes, and 
so on.^ 

It IS so plainly impossible to keep secret anythmg to do with 
the buildmg or destruction of great vessels like capital ships or 
aircraft-carriers that the mere exchange of information is no 
doubt all that was required for the purposes of the Washington 
Convention. Nothing so simple will be adequate for a general 
treaty, not even for its naval clauses, if they contain the 
additional restrictions which may be needed when the whole 
fleets of all the naval powers are limited and reduced. 

10. Fortifications and Naval Bases . — -It has been already 
said that fortifications and naval bases play in naval warfare 
a part quite different from that which fortifications can play in 
operations on dry land, because they may enormously increase 
the attacking strength of a given naval force ^ In the Wash- 
ington Convention they are dealt with by Article 19, and the 
negotiation which led to the adoption of this Article was one 
of the most important parts of the whole work of the conference. 

By Article 19, the three signatories principally concerned — 
the Umted States, the British Empire, and Japan — agreed 
that they would maintain in all their respective territories and 
possessions within a specified area of the Pacific Ocean '' the 
status quo at the time of the present treaty with regard to 
fortifications and naval bases/^ The specified area was in- 
tended to include all the islands or mainland ports from which 
an aggressive attack could be made upon Japan. It is so 
drawn as to leave the Umted States and Great Bntain legally 
free to improve, if they desire to do so, the naval bases which 
they respectively maintam at Hawaii and Singapore. On the 
* 1 Chap 11 , part 3, section i B 

2 Cf Ballard, Th& Influence of the Sea on the PohhcalHistory of Japan, 
p 291: “ For any attack on Japan as matters now stand the enemy 
must be in possession of a fleet about three times as powerful as that of 
the defence, because no other country has a fully equipped modem 
naval base and arsenal in the Eastern Pacific capable of docking two or 
three of the biggest ships simultaneously , or of removing guns 100 tons 
in weight; or of manufacturing wholesale supplies of heavy calibre 
ammumtion, or, lastly, of storing the millions of tons of oil fuel required 
by a twentieth-century fleet in war 
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other hand, it includes the Aleutian Islands near the Alaskan 
coast, which, though close to United States territory, were also, 
the Japanese delegation thought, sufficiently close to Japan to 
constitute a danger should they be made a naval base 
Article 19 contains three points : 

(1.) No new fortifications or naval bases shall be estab- 
lished in the specified temtones 

(u ) No measures shall be taken to increase their existmg 
facilities for the repair and. maintenance of naval forces. 

(ill.) No mcrease shall be made in their coast defences 

The Article adds, of course, that the parties may make 
such repair and replacement of worn-out weapons and equip- 
ment as IS customary in time of peace 
These provisions are of special interest, because their general 
application will almost certainly be required in the treaty which 
is to limit all the navies of the world. 

^ II Technical Aspects of the Washington Treaty — It is perhaps 
worth noting that in technical form the Washmgton Convention 
IS as simple and straightforward as it well could be. The 
strength of the signatory powers is measured and compared by 
their total permitted tonnage m each of the classes of ship with 
which it deals. To make this a vahd test, to prevent its being 
upset by new units, which would so outclass existmg ships as 
to destroy the, agreed balance of real strength, it was neces- 
sary also to place a limit upon the size of replacement vessels, 
and upon the cahbre of the guns which they may have. These 
two parts of the Convention thus go together. 

As for the ratio of strength which was adopted, the whole 
negotiation on this vital point was founded on the simple 
formula referred to — 5 15:3 i 75 . 175. This agreed proportion 
— ^the point is of importance — ^was based roughly on the actual 
status quo oi 1921. It was not exactly apphed in the tonnage 
of existing ships to be retamed m the different countries when 
the Convention first came into force. Great Britain, for 
example, was allowed to keep 580,000 tons, U.S.A , 500,000, 
Japan, 300,000. But this apparent superiority of Great 
Bntam was agreed to because a great number of her permitted 
ships were older, smaller, and less powerfully armed than the 



Naval Armaments: Existing Treaties 195 

units retained by the United States and by Japan, while in 
replacement tonnage, in which there will be no such difference 
between the parties in the size of ships, the ratio 5:5.3: etc , 
has, of course, been rigidly apphed 

It must be noted that-in many ways throughout the Washing- 
ton Convention the actual conditions of the status quo of 1931 
have been retamed The maximum size of the capital ships 
and guns to be permitted for the future corresponds to the 
largest ships and guns which then existed ^ The same is true 
of the limit fixed for aircraft-carriers The agreed ratio of 
strength which was adopted was dehberately founded, as has 
been said, upon the relative strength of the parties at the 
moment when the Convention was drawn up Again, in 
respect of fortifications and naval bases, it was upon the main- 
tenance of the status quo that agreement was at long last 
secured 

It is not too much to say, therefore, that the maintenance 
of the status quo is a principle which runs right through the 
Washmgton Convention. It was a principle which in its 
apphcation seemed right and natural both to the delegates who 
drafted the Convention and to the nations for whom they spoke. 
It was, of course, m connection with the ratio that it was of 
most — indeed of decisive — importance The acceptance of 
that ratio by Great Britain in 1921 involved a fundamental 
change m her traditional policy of the two-ppwer standard 
It may well be said that the British public was reconciled to 
the stereotypmg of that change by an international freaty only 
because the new arrangement made was founded on the basis 
of existing fact. The point must be remembered when the 
general problem of the ratio is discussed ' 

I In fact, the British Navy possessed one unit — the Hood — of 
41,200 tons, which was much largei than the average size to be per- 
mitted for the future. It was, however, the only ship of its land in any 
navy. 



CHAPTER XI 


THE PRINCIPLES OF A GENERAL AGREEMENT UPON 
NAVAL DISARMAMENT 

For the reasons discussed m the last chapter, naval disarma- 
ment presents a problem which is essentially much simpler than 
disarmament on land or in the air There should be no diffi- 
culty whatever in making a general agreement for the reduction 
and Imutation of all the navies of the world; it is merely a 
matter of Government goodwill. Agreement, of course, might 
be prevented by trouble over land or air. It has been said 
that the three branches of military preparation constitute a 
single problem ; and failure in either of the others might mean 
failure or partial failure m naval disarmament as well._„But 
at least it is clear that, so far as the naval negotiation's them- 
selves are concerned, there should be no risk of failure, unless 
indeed it should be caused by the abstention of Russia from 
the Conference.^ 

Naval, land, and air disarmament should all be dealt with 
not only at the same general conference, but actually in a single 
general treaty .which that conference must prepare. But there 
must, of course, be a separate agreement about navies, an 
agreement which, owmg to its wholly diSerent nature, will 
need separate preparation and negotiation from the start. 
But when it has been thus prepared by the naval section of 
the general conference, it ought to be made part of a .smgle 
comprehensive instrument This is right in theory, for naval 
forces have an obvious beanng on questions of mihtary and 
aerial strength; and it has also the advantage that, if this were 
done, the naval agreement woiild be signed, not only by those 
powers which now have navies, but also by others which, in the 
future, might be able to build them up. This principle of 
general acceptance, proposed, it must be noted, by the Rome 
Conference of naval experts in its draft of an extended Wash- 

1 Compare above, chap. v. 
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ington Conventioi^’- could no doubt be most easily secured as 
a sort of self-denying ordinance embodied in the general treaty 
which all the powers who attend the conference will sign. 

The naval agreement will, no doubt, be different in form from 
the land agreement, and much more like the model which the 
work of Washington provides. That is natural and right. 
It may or may not limit naval man-power — that pomt will be 
considered later, but however it may be decided, man-power 
will not be the iasis of naval limitation, as it must be of dis- 
armament on land. Nor will budgetary appropnation play 
much part, as in the limitation of land forces it very likely will. 
The basis of the naval agreement will be the limitation of ships. 
That IS the essential factor where fleets are concerned, and all 
the other clauses which may be devised are simply more or less 
desirable decorations 

As to the scale of the reduction which may be hoped for, 
no attempt to prophesy could be worth while. It might be 
great, if the Governments were serious about the League of 
Nations and the secunty which the Covenant might provide. 
In no other kind of defensive or offensive action would the 
joint co-operation of different states against aggression be so 
easy or effective. No aggressor could stand up for long against 
the united pressure of the other navies of the world, and, indeed, 
no fleet would be likely to attempt it. Even without a single 
naval action, the aggressor would suffer immense losses in his 
merchant shipping throughout the world, and,' if he were sus- 
ceptible to blockade, his people would suffer hardships of eveiy 
kind Here, then, is a case where " pooled ” secunty may 
give immense returns in safety and in saving, and where, if 
they have confidence in their jomt plans of action, the Govern- 
ments may much reduce the price of the individual " insurance ” 
which they pay. 

Moreover, the present mdment, even from the point of view 
of naval staffs, is a good one at which to reduce the cost of 
navies Some eminent naval experts hold that all new con- 
struction at the present time is purest waste Aircraft, they 
say, are rendenng, or have already rendered, wholly obsolete 
the great fighting ships in^ which naval nations to-day place 
^ Cf cliap vii , supra 
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their trust. ^ The experimental use of aircraft against battle- 
ships has not yet gone far, but there have already been remark- 
able results. The United States Air JForce, for example, 
dropped bombs a year or two ago upon a battleship which had 
been made over to them for the purpose They used bombs 
containing 2,000 pounds of high-explosive — ^barely half the size 
which even then they could have used. They made no direct 
hit upon their target, but with one bomb which fell beside it, 
they created so tremendous an explosion in the sea that the 
whole ship turned turtle and went down. Again, experiments 
have successfully been begun in the use of wireless-steered 
torpedoes launched from aircraft flying low. And yet another 
method of aerial attack is now predicted : the direct bombard- 
ment of ships at sea by big-cahbre guns from aeroplanes of a 
size much greater than any yet m use.^ 

It must be added that the radius of aircraft action is con- 
tinually increasing: that whereas it was estimated in 1918 at 
not more than 200 miles from their base, it is now at least 350, 
and that quite certainly it will soon be 500 miles or more. Thus 
a great part of the sea (including the approaches to the British 
Isles) can now be dominated by aircraft from the shore. If 
present developments continue, therefore, the dangers which 
will threaten navies in future warfare will be very great. 

For another special reason, Great Britain at this moment 
would do well to reduce the burden of her naval forces. Since the 
destruction of the German fleet, there has been no foreign navy 
which could menace the seat of government of the British 
Empire, as the Germans used to do. But in the meantime 
other dangers to its safety have appeared. The fact that 
Great Britain is an island has ceased to be a source of strength, 
as once it was. The British people are now open to direct 

^ Cf , 5 g , the late Lord Fisher; ** Flying dominates future war both 
by land and sea . . At sea the only way to avoid the air is to get 

under the water General Mitchell, when Assistant Chief of the 
U,S. Air Service: With our present air facihties properly developed, 
we can sink any enemy vessel, armoured or unarmoured, that comes 
within 200 miles of our coast ” Quoted by Buell, Washington Con-^ 
farence, pp. 235-6. 

® Strategy and Tactics of Air Fighting, by Major Oliver Stewart, 
M C., A.F.C., Appendix on " Air Fighting in the Future 
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attack both against the great centres of their population and 
against the ocean trade-routes upon which for their vital food 
supplies they now depend. These reasons make it much to be 
desired that we should now reduce the great burden that we 
bear for what may proye to be quite obsolete machinery of self- 
defence, in order — ^if for nothing else — that we may at least 
conserve our strength, in case new efforts should be needed, for 
a new and more profitable start. 

Yet it must be remembered that there will be strong forces 
against the scrapping of existing ships Not only the power 
of service and national traditions, but the very cost of modern 
ships, make both Governments and peoples reluctant to send 
them incontinently to the bottom of the ocean on which they 
$0 majestically float It is unlikely, therefore, that there will 
be agreement for any big reductions in the naval forces which 
now exist. Such reductions ought, of course, to be demanded, 
but, if they are refused, that will not be ground for undue pessi- 
mism. The essential ob] ect at the present time is not reduction ; 
it is to prevent an increase in the number and the armament of 
ships. If that can once be done, reductions can later on be 
made by the methods described in Chapter X For this reason 
a general naval treaty which did no more than stabilize the 
existing status quo might be worth while, provided its replace- 
ment clauses were severe. Such a treaty would not, indeed, do 
much to help us through the present economic and financial 
crisis, but if nothing better could be got, it would give at least 
the hope of great reductions later on, when the security systems 
of the League of Nations have produced the general confidence 
that is required. 

Detailed suggestions may now perhaps be made about the 
provisions of a general naval treaty. In this discussion it 
must never be forgotten that in naval much more than in 
other armaments there are two sorts of powers — ^the great 
naval nations and the rest. Both should be dealt with in a 
single treaty, difficult though that may be But it must be 
expected that the great difference in strength between the Great 
Powers and the rest will much affect the form both of the 
general naval clauses and of the schedules which are attached. 
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I Permitted Ships — (i ) First, it is plain that the ships of 
every kind which each signatory is permitted to retain must 
be limited, as m the Washington Convention, on a basis of 
their total tonnage, the agreed ratio of strength between the 
parties bemg applied in the total of the tonnage allowed to 
each. 

(ii ) But how shall the tonnage of different sorts of ships 
be reckoned ? The point is far from easy There are three 
possible ways, any one of which at first sight might seem 
to do 

First, the total tonnage of all classes of vessels, from capital 
ships to torpedo boats, might be added together, each country 
being allowed a total tonnage corresponding to its ratio co- 
efficient, and being free to distribute this tonnage among the 
different classes as it might think right 

Second, tonnage might be totalled up in each separate class of 
ship, the amount allocated to each party in each class vaiying 
strictly with the ratio , m other words, among the parties to 
the Washington Convention (who have already an agreed ratio 
from which to start) the proportion of 5 . 5 3, etc , would be 
applied, not only to capital ships and aircraft carriers, but to 
cruisers, light cruisers, destroyers, torpedo boats, submarmes, 
etc A variant of this second plan — ^it is a variant in form only 
— was actually proposed at Washmgton by Mr. Hughes, the 
American Secretary of State: “that the capital ship tonnage 
should be used as a measurement of strength for navies and a 
proportionate allowance of auxiliary combatant craft pre- 
scnbed,”^ a fixed complement of " auxiliary combatant craft ’’ 
being prescribed for each capital ship in a scheduled list of 
penmtted units of each class 

Third, Mr. Hughes' plan might be adopted, but with the 
difference that the fixed complement of " auxihary combatant 
craft “ should consist not of a prescribed hst of permitted 
units, but of a certain total tonnage of minor craft, i.e , of ships 
of less than 10,000 tons and with guns not larger than 8 mch, 
each party being free within the tonnage limit to develop 
those minor classes which it thinks most useful. 

Of these three courses, the first almost certainly will not do. 
i Buell, Washington Conference, p. 152. 
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To allow complete liberty of action within a total tonnage 
limitation would give great elasticity to the disarmament 
system, but it might also destroy the confidence upon which 
that system ought to rest Some Government, by taking certain 
nsks and puttmg its whole tonnage into units of great power, 
might secure a naval supremacy against its neighbours, and 
thus upset the balance upon which the ratio was based. For 
this reason, limitation by the total tonnage of all classes 
of vessels taken together seems, as a system, to be too 
loose. 

But there are difficulties of the contrary description in the 
two other plans proposed Either the second or the third might 
suit the great naval powers and, although their present practice 
vanes about minor craft, they might nevertheless be wiUmg 
to accept either the more ngid or the more elastic plan But 
neither would meet the case of small powers which may have 
few capital ships, or even none at all, and which deliberately 
prefer to multiply their small defensive units, rather than to 
purchase at great expense even one of the great fightmg monsters 
of to-day. For them, plamly, the capital ship cannot be the 
basis of the scheme, and therefore neither the second nor the 
third of these plans will apply 

Even for the great naval powers the second plan will hardly 
fit the facts As has been said, even they possess at present 
very different strength in different classes of ^auxiliary ships. 
France, for example, has developed submarines much more 
than other countries. Great Britain heavily outnumbers her 
rivals in destroyers Even for the great naval powers, there- 
fore, the application of a rigid ratio to the tonnage allowed in 
each separate class of ship might not be easy, and for all the 
rest it plainly will not do It may be concluded that it is not 
possible generally to apply a fixed ratio in each different class 
of ship 

(lii.) All these three plans being unworkable in practice, 
therefore, it seems to be inevitable that the application of the 
ratio in the schedules of the treaty must be made, not by 
the rigid application of any prmciple, but empirically — -that is 
to say, by negotiation. The negotiation should be based, no 
doubt, on certain principles the utility of which is shown by 
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the experience of Washington and Versailles These principles 
appear to be as follows : 

{a) There must be a primary agreement as to the total 
tonnage m the largest categories of ships [i e capital 
ships and aircraft-carriers) to be retained by all the states 
which now possess them Among the powers which have 
a great number of such ships, and where naval strength 
thus principally consists in large fighting units, there must 
be in the largest classes an exact application in permitted 
tonnage of the basic ratio of strength agreed between them. 
In other words, for the great naval powers, the exact model 
of the Washington Convention must be adopted, so far, at 
least, as capital ships and aircraft-carriers are concerned. 

(&) In order to maintain the balance of relative strength 
established in the largest classes by this primary agreement, 
there must be limits set on the size and armament of all 
fighting units, both of the largest classes and of minor 
auxiliary craft as well 

{c) The total tonnage allowed to each power m the smaller 
classes of auxihary craft must be laid down. Among the 
great naval powers there must agam be an exact apphcation 
of their agreed ratio of strength, the ratio perhaps being 
apphed, however, to total tonnage in all the minor classes 
taken together, and not to the tonnage in each individual 
class. The additional elasticity so allowed might remove 
complications and difficulties which otherwise it might be 
hard to overcome. 

[d) Among the smaller powers, the ratio cannot be 
separately apphed, as it must be for the great powers, to 
larger and smaller categories. On the contrary, for them 
whatever capital ships they may happen to possess must be 
taken together with their minor auxiliary craft, and the 
ratio applied m terms of their total tonnage of all kinds. 
This applies to all the smaller powers — ^that is to say, to all 
the powers with navies, excepting only Russia, which are 
not signatory to the Washin^on Convention. 

{e) In spite of what was said in paragraph (c) above, it 
may be necessary for the great naval powers to accept the 
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application of an agreed ratio of strength in certain other 
classes besides capital ships and aircraft-carriers. Sub- 
marines, for example, are now so great a menace to other 
craft that, in the opimon of some experts, they are, as 
weapons of offence, almost on a footing with capital ships 
and aircraft-carriers It might, therefore, be necessary 
to have a special schedule for submarines, laying down an 
exact ratio between the powers who possess great strength 
in them. For smaller powers, submarines, no doubt, could 
be counted together with their other ships as part of their 
total tonnage. 

These remarks are made on the supposition that the 
submarine will not be abohshed. 

(/) In any case, whatever plan may be adopted, it is 
necessary to secure m a general naval treaty no less a 
measure of exactitude than was in fact secured in the 
Washington Convention. To this end, every agreement 
in respect of every class of naval unit should be written 
down both in terms of limitations on replacement tonnage, 
and m terms of actual ships to be retained, set out by name, 
in accordance with the Washington model, in the schedules 
of the treaty. 

The above pnnciples may seem cumbrous and perhaps even 
unhelpful. But they may, m fact, be very easy to apply, since 
no doubt in practice the greater part of the general treaty will 
merely stabilize the existing status quo, with whateVer mutual 
and proportionate reduction can by negotiation be obtained. 
It IS difficult to hope that this reduction will be great enough to 
complicate the application of the principles discussed. 

2. Restriction of Weapons — It is plain that every effort 
should be made to secure all possible restrictions on the weapons 
to be used in war at sea 

(i.) Obviously, every nation would at once agree by the 
general treaty to accept at least the Washington limitations upon 
the size of capital ships, aircraft-carriers, and other mmor craft, 
and upon the calibre of the guns which they may have. These 
maximum standards — 35*000 tons displacement, and i6-incli 
guns for capital ships, etc — are, in fact, so much above the 
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general standards of all the nations not signatories to the 
Washington Convention that general agreement would be 
almost a matter of form. 

(ii.) But ]ust for that reason, such an agreement would do 
little good Much more should be possible in limitation of the size 
of ships and guns — ^not, of course, of vessels that exist, but of 
the new units by which existing vessels, when they are obsolete, 
will be replaced There seems to be no reason why the replace- 
ment vessels which will be built when the Naval Hohday is over 
should exceed, at the very most, say, 20,000 tons displacement, 
with an armament of lo-inch guns. There is in logic an un- 
answerable case for still greater reductions, and, indeed, for 
the general adoption of the limits imposed by the Treaty of 
Versailles on Germany • 

For armoured ships . . . . . . 10,000 tons. 

,, cruisers 6,000 „ 

,, destroyers . . . . . . 800 ,, 

,, torpedo boats . . . . 200 ,, 

Such limitations would give immense economies in cost and, 
if generally accepted, they could not possibly diimnish the 
national secunty of any state. 

(hi.) A determined effort should certainly be made to secure 
the abolition of the submarine At the Washington Conference 
there was a vigorous debate between the British and con- 
tinental experts as to whether the submarine is really a weapon 
of attack ot of defence. However strong may be the British 
argument that it is in reality an offensive weapon, pure and 
simple, there is no doubt that many smaller nations regard it 
as a cheap and effective means of self-protection against .the 
naval menace of more powerful states. And, in fact, the recent 
Bntish agitation against the submarine met with a poor 
response. But the proposal might have a very different re- 
ception if it were part of a general scheme, including plans for 
j oint security ; and if, in addition, the British Government should 
offer to acc^t restrictions on the gun-power and the size of 
other ships, they might well by such concessions secure the 
abolition of the submarine by general consent. There is no 
doubt that, if this were done, it would not only remove some 
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of the terrors of modem naval war, but it would also on purely 
naval grounds be an immense advantage to the British 
Adnairalty Its faithful observance would, of course, be easy 
to control 

(iv.) There is no other restriction upon the use of weapons 
in naval war which appears at present to be a matter of practical 
politics. There are others, such as the abohtion of aircraft 
carriers or of torpedoes, which may on some grounds be desired, 
but for the adoption of which it is, m fact, difficult to hope* 

3 The L'lmrtaUon of Armament , — It is probably not possible 
to limit the number of guns earned by a warship otherwise 
than by limiting the tonnage of the ship itself Nor, indeed, is it 
important to do so. The cost of additional guns and the extra 
ammunition which they involve is so small an item, compared 
to the whole cost of the ship itself, that it is not worth serious 
consideration.-^- 

(ii ) The same remark applies to the limitation of the am- 
munition which fightmg ships may have. It may be desirable 
to impose a hmitation on ammunition, but it is plainly far less 
important to do so than it is on land Naval armaments, while 
they may secure victory m a lengthy war, while they may 
bring great pressure upon an aggressor during Period A, can, 
by their nature, rarely if ever be used by an aggressor to force 
a victory m Penod A, Thus the amount of ammunition which 
an aggressor's navy has in Period A matters far less than the 
amount which his army may possess 
Indeed, there are only two strong arguments for -an attempt 
to limit naval ammumtion The first is that of economy; no 
opening for financial saving, however small it may appear, 
should be neglected. The second depends on whether or not 
army ammumtion is limited by the general treaty. For if it is, 
then plainly naval ammunition must be limited too. Otherwise 
an intending aggressor might build up great stocks of so-called 
''naval" ammumtion and perhaps even of naval guns, which, 
when the chosen moment of attack arrived, he could turn over to 

i This, of course, applies only to the number^ not to the cahbre of 
guns Cahbre must be hmited because a larger gun can ou-fcrange a 
smaller, and thus an increase in cahbre may upset the balance of fighting 
strength upon which the ratio has been based* 
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his military forces If for this reason it were necessary to limit 
naval ammnmtion and gun replacement, it might perhaps be 
done by an agreement for a fixed annual budgetary appro- 
priation for naval ammunition and the replacement and repair 
of naval guns, a fixed sum of money being permitted, say, for 
every 10,000 tons of fightmg ships allowed This system, if it 
were adopted, would probably be less difficult to control than 
the budgetary appropriations for land armament above dis- 
cussed. 

But such a limitation of naval ammunition is not essential to 
a disarmament scheme; its importance lies, as has been said, 
in its bearing on the limitation of arms and ammunition for 
land forces. 

4 Ships in Reserve — It is plainly necessary that the three 
Washmgton clauses which deal with reserves of warships should 
be included in a general treaty. They provide that there shall 
be no reconversion of ships which have been scrapped; that 
merchantmen shall not be prepared in time of peace except for 
simple self-defence against submarine attack, and that if war 
breaks out, no signatory power shaU take over ships which have 
been built within its jurisdiction for another country.^ 

Without similar clauses in the general treaty there could be 
no confidence that its system would be effectively maintamed 
5. Replacement of Obsolete Ships — Replacement of obsolete 
units is of crucial importance in naval ffisarmament, because 
the rules adopted on the subject will determine the burden of 
new construction in future years, and the progressive reductions 
in naval budgets for which we can hope 
No doubt, so far as may be, the replacement schedules of 
the general treaty will follow the model of the Washington 
Convention. In technical form, they will follow it exactly 
for capital ships, for aircraft carriers, and indeed for submarmes, 
or other minor classes too, if they are treated as categories for 
which an exact ratio strength for different coimtries is required. 
For other classes, in which the ratio is applied by total tonnage 
of different classes taken together, the schedules would, of 
course, show the total existing permitted toimage in this way, 
leaving the signatory parties free to use their replacement 
1 Cf. p. 188, supra. 
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tonnage on units of any size or description they desired, pro- 
vided only they did not exceed the maximum sizes which the 
treaty will lay down , 

The following special objects should be secured by the replace- 
ment rules ' 

(i ) There should be as long a Naval Holiday as the Govern- 
ments can be persuaded to accept, during which there should 
be no new construction of naval units of any class The moral 
and psychological effect of such a holiday would be immense, 
it would permit the reconversion of armament industry to pro- 
ductive ends; it would give great and immediate economies in 
national taxation. 

(ii.) As a consequence of the new agreement just proposed, 
the Governments which signed the Washmgton Convention 
should extend their present Naval Holiday in capital ships beyond 
the year 1931, and should accordingly postpone both their 
replacement programmes and the Revision Conference which, 
by that Convention, they have undertaken to attend in 1929 ^ 
(in.) The general treaty, like the Washington Convention, 
must make provision for a Revision Conference, and by Article 8 
of the Covenant this Conference must meet within ten years 
from the date at which the general treaty is drawn up. Of 
course, the authors of the Covenant intended that the Revision 
Conference should consider, after ten years" experience of a 
disarmament scheme, what further reductions in national 
armament could be made. The authors of the Washington 
Convention appeared to have a slightly different idea m view. 
They desired a Conference because '' in view of possible technical 
and scientific developments "" they believed that '' changes 
in the treaty may be necessary to meet such developments 
in other words, because great new inventions might have 
changed the whole character of naval war, and might have 
rendered obsolete the ships of war on which Governments now 
rely. For both reasons, but, of course, especially for the first, 
it IS essential that a Revision Conference should meet within 
the ten years" mterval which the Covenant lays down. 

(iv.) This Revision Conference must, of course, meet before 
the end of the Naval Holiday, that is to say, before replacement 

1 Article 21 
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construction has been actually begun It is most important 
that, whatever programme of replacement may be adopted at 
the original Disarmament Conference, it should not be definitive, 
but should be subject to further reduction or confirmation at 
the Revision Conference when it meets. If the door were thus 
left wide open for further postponement of the replacement 
programme or for further reductions in its scale, it imght well 
be that the expenence of ten years’ working of a disarmament 
scheme, and the confidence which, if it succeeds, this scheme 
will create, would render possible progress which, at the 
present time, it seems qmte Utopian to hope for. 

The question of the size and armament of replacement units 
should also be left open for final decision by the Revision 
Conference, which should be free to make still more drastic 
hmitations even than those upon which the original Conference 
may agree 

The Revision Conference, in short, when it meets in ten years’ 
time, should have a free hand to modify by reduction or post- 
ponement, by change of type or tonnage, the replacement 
programmes to which the Governments now agree, these pro- 
grammes bemg regarded simply as maxima which they wiU in 
no case exceed This would plainly be in accordance with the 
spirit, and mdeed with the literal provisions, of Article 8 of the 
Covenant.^ 

6. Naval Personnel — ^Next, is it necessary in a general treaty 
to linoit the man-power of navies ? It has been argued that 
as a factor m naval strength, reserves of man-power are of 
small importance, and from the point of view of navies only 
they might well be neglected. But when all kinds of armed 
forces are to be reduced and limited by a single plan, other 
considerations enter m. What, for example, would be the 
effect upon the hmitation of land forces, if Governments were 
free to raise and organize and tram as many naval corps as they 
might wish ? Would not such liberty of action enable a disloyal 
state to build up large bodies of well-trained troops which, 
though nommaHy raised for naval service, could, in fact, be 
used to augment the strength of its land army ? 

1 Art. 8, Para. 3 ■ “ Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration ' 
and revision at least every ten years." 



The Princi'ples of General Agreement 209 

For this reason, which seemed decisive to the Allied experts 
at Versailles, it wiU probably be necessary in the general treaty 
to limit the man-power which signatory Governments may use 
for the service of their fleets A generous allowance, which - 
would amply cover alL the possible demands of naval staffs, 
could, of course, be made In form, the limitation could be 
simple It could allow a fixed number of personnel for, say, 
every ten thousand tons of permitted shipping which each 
country may retain This would again establish a relation 
between man-power and matenal, like that established by the 
land disarmament system of the peace treaties, the relation 
being founded on the “ dominant factor ” which, with navies, 
is not the man-power but the fighting ships 

7. Reserves of Man-power. — Again, and for the same purpose 
of rendenng effective the hmitation of land forces, restrictions 
may be required in the general treaty, upon the raising and 
organization of naval reserves It would need consideration 
which of the Peace Treaty clauses would apply. In many 
countries there is conscription for the navy, and for such 
countries only clauses consistent with the conscription system 
could be used. Broadly speaking, these clauses would be the 
same as those descnbed in Chapter IX as apphcable to land 
reserves under a conscription system. 

8. Limitation of the Total Naval Budget — Again, whether it 
is necessary to limit the total naval budget allowed to different 
countries depends on whether total army budgets are limited 
or not. Freedom of naval expenditure would make little 
difference in the actual fighting strength of any country, once 
a limitation of tonnage had been made But unless naval 
budgets are controlled, it wiU not be possible to secure 
observance of limitations on total army budgets, for excess 
expenditure on armies might be disguised as naval, and evi- 
dence of guilt might be impossible to obtain 

For this reason a limitation on total naval budgets may be 
required, and if so it might be made by estabhshing a fixed 
proportion between annual expenditure and total tonnage, a 
given sum being allowed per annum for each ten thousand tons. 
This limitation, if made, would be, of course, in addition to and 
not instead of, the limitation of the special appropriation for 

14 
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ammunition and guns, and would mean a sum of money varying 
in amount for each signatory power with, its average naval 
expenditure per ton in previous years ^ . 

As for the control Of the observance of such a total budgetary 
appropriation, the arguments used in .Chapter IX concerning 
army budgets apply again. 

9. Arms Traffic — For the reasons discussed in Chapter X 
above, there must be stringent provisiece. about the arms 
traffic in the general naval treaty. Unless transference of 
fighting ships from one country to another, and indeed their 
whole production, is rigidly controlled, there can be no confi- 
dence that the agreed treaty ratio of armed strength wiU be 
mamtained 

The general subject of the traffic m and manufacture of arms 
will be discussed in a later chapter It may here be said that 
the minimum required in a general naval treaty is the accept- 
ance by all the signatory powers of the undertakings of the 
Washington Convention on the subject In particular, two 
points are of importance that every power shall engage never 
to dispose of any ship of war in such a way that it may pass over 
to the navy of another country, and that no power shall on 
any ground permit within its jurisdiction the building of any 
naval unit which exceeds either in tonnage or in cahbre of guns 
the limits which the general treaty will lay down 

10. Fortrficaitons and Naval Bases . — Plainly the general 
naval treaty must place some limitation on fortifications and 
naval bases Broadly speaking, it will probably be enough, 
at any rate when the treaty is first made, to stabilize the existing 
status quo by providing that no new naval bases or fortifications 
shall be made, and that existing bases shall be kept, both in 
their docking, repair, and other facihties, and their defensive 
firmament, in their present state. In other words, general 
acceptance should be obtained for the provisions applied to a 
specified area by Article 19 of the Washington Convention. 

Many people in Great Britain will believe that this agreement 
should include the port of Singapore, and should thus prevent 
the buddmg of a great new base in the Pacific. There can be 
no doubt that if, as part of a general plan, the British Govern- 
1 CL chap, ix., supra 
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ment gave up their present project, it would be taken as proof 
of their sincere intention to disarm, and that in return for this 
concession they might themselves obtain other, and perhaps 
valuable, concessions from Japan. 

11 Neutralized Zones — ^Another important question is 
certain to anse in the negotiations for a general naval treaty ; 
that of the neutralization of certain zones, and, in particular, 
of the Black Sea and the Baltic. The decision taken on this 
subject may have an important effect upon the reductions of 
naval strength which can be made The point will he discussed 
in a later chapter 

12 Undertakings by Non-Naval Powers — The following 
undertakings should be given by all the powers which sign a 
general disarmament treaty, whether they themselves have 
fleets or not. They should promise' 

(i ) Not to acquire any warships not allowed them by the 
treaty, until, by consent of all the parties, its schedules have 
been changed. 

(li ) To help to uphold the treaty system by strict observance 
of its rules concerning the production and sale of fighting ships 
or other naval arms 

(iii ) To create no new naval base within their jurisdictions, 
and to lease or sell no part of their territories for that purpose. 


Summary 

A brief summary of the suggestions put forward above may 
now be made 

It has been proposed: 

I That a naval agreement to be accepted by all the powers 
taking part in the Disarmament Conference, whether at present 
they have fleets or not, should be drawn up and signed as an 
integral part of the general Disarmament Treaty to be made. 

2. That this agreement should include both a general limi- 
tation of the total tonnage allowed to every naval power, 
and a supplementary limitation of their toimage in the most 
important classes of fighting ships, 

3. That a prolonged Naval Holiday should be agreed to. 
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during which there should be no construction of new naval 
units of any kind. 

4 That as stringent a restriction as possible should be placed 
upon the maximum displacement of the ships that may be built 
in future, and upon the maximum calibre of the guns which 
they may have. 

5. That an attempt should be made to secure the total aboli- 
tion of the submarine as an mstrument of war. 

6. That limitation by annual budgetary appropriation should 
perhaps be made of expenditure on ammunition and on gun 
replacement and repair, a fixed sum being allowed for each 
ten thousand tons of permitted shipping 

7 That the total naval budget of each signatory power should 
perhaps also be limited, on the basis of a fixed appropria- 
tion per ten thousand tons, not equal in amount for all parties, 
but varying m accordance with their past expenditure 

8 That the total man-power in the service of the navy should 
be limited by establishing a proportion between man-power and 
tonnage 

9 That whatever restrictions may be consistent with the 
conscnption system should be applied for the limitation of 
naval reserves 

10. That astrmgent control of the traffic in naval armaments 
should be set up 

II That an. agreement should be made to maintain the 
status quo m respect of naval bases and fortifications 

It will be proposed hereafter: 

12. That the question of neutralizing certain areas of the 
open sea should be reconsidered in the light of recent changes in 
national policy and of changes in the conditions of modem war. 

Any agreement as elaborate as this would, of course, impose 
restrictions upon the liberty of the signatory powers in many 
ways For that reason it might be difficult to secure general 
agreement for its more complicated parts. But, on the other 
hand, it can be argued that the more elaborate its provisions, 
the more factors in naval strength which it controls, the more 
confidence will it inspire, and the simpler will it be to secure its 
effective and loyal execution. 



CHAPTER XII 
AERIAL DISARMAMENT 


Up to the present time no treaties have dealt with the problem 
of the reduction and limitation of air forces. (The Treaties of 
Peace simply forbid the four ex-enemy powers to possess naval 
or military aircraft of any kind\ Such wholesale abolition of 
mihtary and naval aircraft, while it shows the importance 
attached to the matter by the Allied experts at Versailles, has 
httle else to teach that is of value for the present purpose. 

As the limitation of aerial forces is probably the crux upon 
which the whole policy of disarmament will succeed or fail, 
it may be worth while to state at some length what the 
problem is 

I. Aircraft, in the stage of development which they have so 
far reached, are able to fulfil a number of different functions in 
the operations of war. 

They serve as scouts for land forces, they are by far the most 
efhcient scouts in the history of war They report to the higher 
command movements of enemy troops, both large-scale strate- 
gical movements on the enemy’s lines of communication, and 
small-scale tactical movements on the front. They* report on 
the fortifications and entrenchments which he makes, and, 
by their photographs, provide the staff with detailed maps 
of his defensive system. They report on the disposition of 
his ^ns, and assist in their destruction by directing counter- 
battery fire 

I Next, they take a direct part in land operations by machine- 
^nnmg infantry positions that are to be attacked, by bombing 
br machine-gunning enemy troops that are advancing or retreat- 
ing either on roads or over open country They likewise help 
large-scale infantry attacks by breaking the enemy’s com- 
munications, and by bombing and machine-gunning the routes 
by which he brings up his supplies. In all these functions 
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aircraft serve as auxiliaries to forces operating on the ground. 
Mutatis mutandis, they could now perform the same auxihary 
functions for fleets engaged at sea 

But, third, air forces have now developed another and a 
totally new function of their own Th^y have become a super- 
artillery — a means of bombardmg the centres from which the 
enemy organizes and supplies his fighting troops This function, 
of great importance in modern war, can be performed with the 
greater precision and effect as every year brings new improve- 
ments m the aeroplanes which carry it out. 

Fourth, aircraft have yet another function — ^that of clearing 
the sky of hostile aircraft By so domg, they render it possible 
for their own aircraft to fulfil the other functions of scouting, 
of auxiliary attack and of large-scale bombardment, without 
interference from the enemy, and with only the negligible loss 
which his land artillery may be able to inflict 

2. In the machmes developed by the Air Staffs of the great 
aenal powers for the different functions above described, there 
has been, up to the present time, a broad tendency to differentia- 
tion of type For clearing the sky of enemy aircraft, for scout- 
ing, and for co-operation in infantry attack, an aeroplane is 
needed which is very fast, which can chmb with great rapidity — 
the power to gain height quickly is the supreme tactical advan- 
tage m aerial combat — ^which can resist the tremendous strain 
upon its framework caused by rapid diving and manoeuvring 
at a speed of hundreds of miles per hour, which can overtake 
an escaping aeroplane or outdistance its pursuers, as the case 
may be. For bombmg, on the other hand, a machine is needed 
which can carry great weights for a long distance and at a high 
speed The capacity to lift great weights is of no consequence 
to a fighter or a scout, but it is the essential quality in bonibing 
aircraft 

In addition to this main difierentiation, there would, no 
doubt, also be minor divergences between the types respectively 
best adapted for fighting, for observation, for artillery control, 
and so on. But these divergences would be relatively small, 
while the divergences between such types and the perfect 
bomber are already great and are becoming, with every year 
that passes, greater still. 
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It is therefore fair to say that there is a definite and increasing 
differentiation between the type of aeroplane now being built for 
bombing purposes, on the one hand, and those being built for 
the other functions which aeroplanes fulfil, on the other. 

3. It IS worth while to consider in more detail the charac- 
teristics of the two broad types distinguished. 

First, the fighting aeroplane (if the phrase may for brevity 
be used to cover aeroplanes which fight, observe, and co-operate 
in an auxdiary capacity with forces on the ground) is becoming 
every year a more highly specialized machine. The only thing 
considered in its construction is its maximum possible “ per- 
formance.” Here is a description taken from a recent work 
on aerial warfare. 

" The fighting aeroplane of the future will be a very small 
aU-steel monoplane, mounting a 1,000 h.p. gas turbine 
engme, and possibly incorporating some form of jet 
propulsion It will be capable of 400 miles per hour on 
the level, and will have a terminal velocity in the dive of 
nearly 800 miles per hour. In other words, it will be able 
to travel faster than sound 

" It wiU climb to 20,000 feet in four minutes, and its 
service ' ceiling ’ (which is the height at which the rate 
of climb falls below too feet per minute) will be 60,000 
feet.”^ 

These figures “ are more likely to prove ‘under-estimates 
than over-estimates,”^ 

Machines for observation need not, perhaps, be capable of 
quite such high “ performance ” as the fighter thus described; 
but if they are much inferior m speed or in capacity to 
manoeuvre, they will not be able to fulfil their proper functions, 
which, of course, must be carried out by day, when they are liable 
to attack by fighters of the kmd described. There must there- 
fore be, in all aeroplanes which have to operate by day, a strong 
tendency to specialize in high speed and a capacity for quick 
manoeuvre, they must achieve in these respects a standard of 
performance which no bomber designed to lift large weights 

^ The Stmtegy ani Tactics of Air Fighting, by Major Oliver Stewart, 
M.C , A.F C , pp. 191-2. 
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could possibly produce Hence the differentiation of type 
which has been mentioned. 

The next important fact about the fighting aeroplane is 
this : that it is quality and not quantity, "performance and not 
numbers, that will count. Here is another passage from the 
work just cited: '' It is not appreciated sufficiently that 
quality is more important than quantity in the air If a thou- 
sand well-armed aeroplanes of pre-war design were matched 
against one modern single-seater fighter, it is probable that the 
fighter would shoot down the thousand aeroplanes if its fuel 
and ammunition held out long enough. Anyhow, the i,ooo 
would be perfectly mcapable of offensive action against the 
one, if the one wished to avoid their attack It follows 
from this that bombmg machines alone will never make a 
country strong in air power against an enemy who is strong in 
fighting aircraft Neither the bombers nor their pilots could 
compete for a moment with the fighters, they would be shot 
down in dozens Thus bombers will not be able to perform 
their duties when they are subject to attack by enemy fighters, 
unless they are heavily protected by fighters of their own. 

There is, however, one limitation of great importance upon 
the capacity of the fighter It cannot work at night Some 
new devices, indeed, have been invented which, over a certain 
restncted area (e g , a city), might enable defending fighters to 
inflict some loss upon a raiding force. The best of these devices 
consists m the crfeation, by immense reflectors, of a zone of light 
across the sky. The defending aircraft fly high above this zone, 
and see the enemy raiders pass across it like moving shadows far 
beneath. Then they dive down and endeavour to destroy them 
But even this device will probably do little to improve the per- 
formance of the fighting aeroplane by night. It is, indeed, 
inherent in the nature of air fighting, which must be done at a 
tremendous speed, and which depends upon fast manoeuvre over 
great distances, that it should only be possible when the pilot 
can see the enemy he is endeavouring to attack. UntU an 
a'rtificial substitute for the sun has been invented, there will 
ben'erso^hty that aerial aghring canhe carried on at mght. 

1 The Tackcs of Air by Major Oliver Stewart, 

M.C., A.F.C., p. 
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As a result of this, bombing aeroplanes can work at night 
virtually without interference from the enemy’s farces If the 
enemy is lucky, he may, either by his defensive aircraft or by 
anti-aircraft guns, inflict upon a raiding force the loss of a few 
aeroplanes in every hundred; but for all military purposes the 
proportion will be neghgibly small. This assertion is not only 
founded on the experience of the war, but upon the unanimous 
opinion of every air expert at the present time,^ 

4 So much for the qualities and the limitations of the fighter. 
The bombing aeroplane is a completely different weapon. It 
is the new form of artillery, and an immensely more effective 
form — except, indeed, upon a small target and at the shortest 
range — than any which projects explosives through a rifled 
tube. For all long-range work and for all large targets, the 
bomber is by far the most effective gun that has ever been 
conceived. Thus : 

(i.) It is much cheaper than a big gun, and it has a longer hfe. 

(ii ) It has an incomparably greater range than any gun can 
have. At the present time the average radius of action of the 
bomber is somewhere between 200 and 250 miles from its 
base. This radius is increasing every year, and it is no doubt 
a safe prediction to say that withm ten years from now it wiU 

1 The following words were written in 1922 by Brig -Gen P F C 
Groves, Director of Air Operations for the British forces in 1918: 
** It may be argued that it will be possible to protewct the great cities 
by means of anti-aircraft defences The following considerations will 
show that that view is fallacious In 1918 the London anti-aircraft 
defences consisted of ii specially trained night-hw^ig squadrons of 
aeroplanes, 180 guns on the ground, m addition to a number of guns 
mounted upon motor vehicles, 10 balloon aprons, and a large number 
of searchhghts. The number of aircraft was nearly 300, and the total 
number of men employed some 30,000 — i e , the equivalent of two 
divisions of infantry In addition, there were a number of specially 
prepared night landing grounds, extensive telephone installations, and 
a large headquarters sto.'S to co-ordinate and direct the whole defensive 
organization. Great as was the scale of these defences, London was 
bombed, although the largest number of aeroplanes in any single raid 
was only 36 Obviously, it would be impossible to maintain defences 
on the above scale for every city and other nerve centres in a state; 
but even if it were possible, such defence would be useless against aerial 
attack delivered by thousands or even by hundreds of aircraft.^* L.N. 
Document C.X.A 210, 1923. 
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be at least 500 miles. This lengthening of radius is an important 
fact. 

(m ) At the present time, it is of quite equal accuracy with 
gunfire at long range, and its accuracy is increasing every year. 

(iv.) It can carry bombs of far greater calibre and destructive 
power than any shell that can be thrown by a gun. The shell 
of a ib-inch gun is in great part composed of steel, and the 
quantity of high-explosive is, therefore, relatively small. An 
aerial bomb needs only a light steel casing, and thus the pro- 
portion of explosive is much greater. Not only so, but bombs 
have already been used which are much greater in actual 
weight, and therefore infinitely greater m destructive power, 
than any shell could be, while there is literally no limit to prob- 
able expansion in this respect. An aeroplane may quite soon 
be produced which can carry 20 or 30 tons of high-explosive. 

For these reasons the bombing aeroplane would be a deadly 
weapon if it attacked a city or any other target of considerable 
size. And m addition there is another probable improvement 
which would make aircraft very accurate against even quite 
small targets of particular importance, the large gun mounted 
on the aeroplane. The author above quoted considers it as 
certain that within a short time there wiU be an aerial big gun, 
which can be used m low altitude attacks, and which will be 
extremely accurate agamst ships, arsenals, munition dumps, 
government offices, army commands, and so on.^ 

But even without such '' air-artillery,'* bqipbing aircraft 
are in every way a great improvement on the ground-artillery 
of the past. They can, of course, be used at mght, when 
defending fighters are not able to attack, and when ground- 
defences will produce only the wholly inadequate effect which 
General Groves descnbes.^ They would bombard the nerve 
centres of the enemy's population, communication, and supply, 
and would open their assaults by the use of incendiary bombs. 
There are now improved forms of incendiary bombs which start 

^ Major Oliver Stewart, loc. cit 

^ It IS necessary to add that anti-aircraft guns and range-finding 
have been improved since General Groves wrote the words which are 
quoted Agamst this, however, must be set the prospect of silent 
engines, which Colonel Mitchell of the U.S Air Force predicted in the 
course of hxs recent court-martial at Washington, 
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fires against which water, in whatever quantity, has no effect. 
A large number of such bombs, dropped in different parts of a 
city at night and with a favourable wind, would cause a con- 
flagration which no fire brigade could possibly put out, and 
which would compel the whole population to evacuate their 
homes. When the population had thus been driven out of 
doors, and the attacking aeroplanes had been provided with an 
illumination which would enable them to find the targets they 
were most anxious to destroy, they would then proceed to drop 
their high-explosives, and after their high-explosives, great 
quantities of poison-gas. The new gases, which have a great 
“ spread,” and which are fatal if they reach any part of the 
human body, would no doubt cause a stupendous mortality 
among the population of the place attacked, qmte apart from 
the other effects of the bombardment. 

Thus bombing aircraft have made gas a vitally important 
weapon of offence, and in so domg have altered the whole nature 
of future war.^ In a still broader sense they may have changed 
it by altermg the function of bombardment Hitherto, bom- 
bardment has been the preparation for the decisive blow of an 
assaulting force. Hereafter, aenal bombardment may itself 
become the decisive blow which brings a victory. 

5. It must be added that,aircraft{ar§, of all possible weapons, 
those which most favour a surpnse attack. They can be 
mobilized with great rapidity. Their attacks require less staff 
direction, less movement from their bases, less of aU the visible 
signs of preparation, than any other method of offence. This 
applies to bombing aeroplanes no less than to fighters. 

6 The assumption, moreover, which is made above, that in 
any future war aircraft will be used against large cities, is a just 
and inevitable assumption. There is no intelligible theory of 
modem war by which such use can be condemned, once fighting 
has been permitted to begin. The only thing that could prevent 
it would be so close a balance in aenal strength between the 

I Cf , eg , Major Lefebure, a high authority, speaking as long ago 
as 1921 “ Aircraft were the most effective instruments for a gas attack. 

. It would be practical to put out of action by an aerial gas attack 
half a milhon persons in London ” {Problems of Peace and War, Grotius 
Society, p. 166 Cf also chap, xiv., infra) 
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opposing sides, that each would fear that it might suffer most 
if it first attacked the cities of the other But even if this 
happened for a time, even if at the outbreak of hostilities 
neither side attempted to obtain an initial, perhaps a decisive, 
advantage, some moment in the conflict would arrive when one 
or other of them, believing that it had a momentary supremacy 
in the air, a more effective poison-gas, or some other hope of 
victory, would seek to strike a mortal blow by air bombardment. 

7 And, as was said above, there is no possible defence against 
air bombardment carried out by night. In daylight, if there 
is a balance of strength in “ fighters,” the risks taken by raiding 
bombers may be great. But at night-time they are slight. 
The only means of defence is counter-attack upon the enemy’s 
air-force bases and his towns 

It is true, indeed, that if the fighters of one side gained 
complete supremacy, they could then by daylight bombing 
expeditions wipe out aU the aerodromes and dep6ts upon which 
the enemy’s air-force could be based. In that way, no doubt, 
defence can be made against aerial attack. But then, if such 
supremacy were gained, the war would be already over, 

8. It has been said above that recent years have brought 
a marked differentiation between the types of aircraft which 
have been roughly classed together as "^fightefs ” and 
".hCfflibers.” The same differentiation has, of course, occurred 
between fighters and commercial aircraft. The power to climb 
with great rapidity, to bear the strain of sudden manoeuvring 
in the middle of a dive, are not qualities that have commercial 
value. 

On the other hand, there is no such differentiation between 
aircraft designed for bombing and for commerce. The qualities 
principally required m ^commercial aircraft are (x) speedy 
(2) canying capacity,' (3) radius of action. These are precisely 
the quahties which a bomber needs. Thus, while commercial 
aircraft wiU be valueless as fighters, while, like bombers, they 
wiU be unable to resist fighters who attack in daylight, they will, 
for night-bombing purposes, be of the greatest use. 

The importance of the fact is increased by the consideration 
that, for bombing, it is the quantity of aircraft, not the quality, 
which counts; numbers, not performance. If an aeroplane 
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can carry bombs fast enough to reach its target and to get 
back to its base, or at least to its own lines, during the hours 
of darkness, it will serye as an efficient bomber 

It is true that commercial aircraft might need some small 
adjustments to adapt them for bombardment work, but they 
are changes which need only take an hour Commercial pilots 
and air personnel (mechanics, etc ) can similarly be used at 
once and without special training (though not of course 
without organization and command) for bombing a large 
target like a city 

9 There is, moreover, an essential and mevitable connection 
between the existence of commercial aviation and potential 
war-power in the air For commercial aviation implies an 
aircraft industry which, in its turn, means the power both to 
keep a host of aircraft in the air, and rapidly to expand the 
production of machines. The importance of aircraft industry 
is shown by the simple fact that, at the end of the Great War,! 
a single factory in the United States contracted to produca 
one hundred aeroplanes a day ^ The connection between com- 
mercial aviation and potential au-power needs no further proof. 

10. Commercial aviation is very rapidly becoming an 
economically profitable proposition. Until recently it was 
mostly maintained by Government subsidy. That is no 
longer universally true It is estimated that in 1924 about 
6,000 pilots and 1,400 planes were engaged^ in commercial 
aviation m the U.S.A., and that in that year they flew about 
2,000,000 miles for commercial purposes.^ The passengers 
carried commercially in Germany increased from 4,500 in r924 
to 45,000 in 1925 ® Such figures show prospect of immense 
expansions at an early date 

) The essential facts of the situation, then, are these that 
aerial bombardment will, in all human probability, be the 
principal offensive weapon of any future war; that defensive 
fighting aircraft cannot remove the danger of such attack, 
unless complete and total air supremacy be obtained — a 

Recorded by the Aircraft Committee of the Washington Conference, 
1921 (vide Cmd 1627, 1922, p 33). 

2 Atlas of World’s Airways, Field, p 75. 

* The Times, February 26, 1926 
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prospect, even for the strongest nation, improbable in the 
extreme, that the main factor in the ef&cacy of air bombard- 
ment is the number of aeroplanes employed; that commercial 
' aircraft will be equally effective with military aircraft for the 
purpose; that the scale of commercial aviation will enormously 
increase when it becomes, as no doubt it will, an economically 
profitable proposition, and that there is, for all purposes of 
aerial warfare, an essential and inevitable connection between 
the possession of commercial aviation and potential war-power 
in the air. 

This, therefore, is the problem which aerial armaments 
present can anything be done to reduce and limit the aircraft 
which constitute so grave a menace to civilization ? It is a 
problem which affects disarmament both on land and sea, 

' and which in itself evokes the most terrifying prospect which 
f mankind has ever had to face 

It may be said at once that something must be done 
about aircraft, something that will remove or that at least 
will mitigate their menace to mankind, or else all hope of 
real disarmament is gone In theory, it is possible to 
limit armies without restncting air forces at all But it 
is at least doubtful whether general agreement could be 
secured for such a course It is no less doubtful whether, 
if it could, such agreement would be better than none at alb 
For it would leave open the most dangerous path to armament 
competition, a path along which some powers have started — 
England and France among them, as the parliamentary 
debates of recent years can show Whatever else it did, 
therefore, such an agreement would leave unfulfilled the most 
important purpose of a disarmament treaty. And in the 
present temper of the Governments it might well be feared 
that whatever economies they made on other forces, they would 
devote to the expansion of their war-power in the air. Thus 
such a partial treaty might actually do more harm than good 
by precipitating changes in competitive preparation which 
otherwise, under the influence of staffs of land-trained soldiers, 
might be long delayed. 

Something, therefore, must be done if it is humanly possible 



Aerial Disarmament 


223 


to do it. And the decisions which are required must be taken 
with a full sense of the grave — it is hardly too much to say 
the desperate — danger^ that are involved. ^ It may be, indeed, 
appropriate to preface the detailed examination of the various 
possible methods of air disarmament by some words spoken in 
October, 1925, by Sir Samuel Hoare, Secretary of State for Air, 
one among the many stnking warnings which he has given 
Speaking of the risk of air attack on London, Sir Samuel said 
that London “ was of all the great capitals of the world the 
most vulnerable to air attack, owing to its geographical situa- 
tion The attacks launched against London during the war, 
judged by the standards of to-day, and still more by the 
standards of the future, were on an altogether insignificant 
scale. The Government proposed . . to press on with the 
policy of peace. They wanted to make the possibility he had 
hinted at remote and to Jose no opportunity of reducing the 
great burden of armaments expenditure As Secretary for 
Air, the more he saw of the possibilities of air warfare in the 
future, the more anxious he was to take every legitimate oppor- 
tunity of making impossible developments which, if left to them- 
selves^ might destroy civihzationJ'^ The responsible head of a 
Service Department could hardly have used more emphatic, 
not to say alarmist, language 

What, then, are the possible methods by which a diminution 
of the dangers of air warfare can be sought in a disarmament 
treaty ? They may be considered one by one. 

X. The Total Abolition of Aviation. — It has been seriously 
proposed to take the unprecedented step of making an inter- 
national agreement for the total abolition of aviation. No such 
abandonment of a great scientific achievement has ever been 
proposed before But since the suggestion has been made it 
must be examined. 

1 The Times, October 20, 1925, cl also his words in another speech 

It IS much more probable that the critical battles of the future will 
be fought over our great cities, and the chief sufferers will be the 
Civilians— men, women, and children. ... In the late war some 
300 tons of bombs only were dropped upon this country Air forces 
to-day could drop the same weight in the first twenty-four hours of war, 
and could continue this scale of attack indefinitely I need not dilate 
upon this terrible and repulsive picture — The Times, October 17, 1923. 
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There are two questions which must be asked and answered. 
Pirst, if agreement could be got, would it be desirable to 
abolish aviation ? _ Second, if it is desirable, can agreement 
be secured ^ 

, To the first of these questions the answers which are made 
will vary with the varying appreciation of the risks of war. 
Two expert and authoritative opinions have been given The 
first IS in the report made to the Washington Conference by 
its Aircraft Committee They considered the plan of total 
abolition and rejected it because they held that " any addition 
to the transport and communication facilities of the world should 
operate to improve the distnbution of resources and likewise 
to lessen the causes of misunderstanding between peoples and 
thus lessen the causes of warfare.”^ 

Air-Chief Marshal Sir Hugh Trenchard, the present Chief 
of the Impenal Air Staff, speaking before the Cambndge 
University Aeronautical Society, expressed a different view. 
" I do not want you to think that I look upon air as a blessing 
altogether,” he said. ” It may be more of a blessing for this 
Empire than for any other country in the world, but I feel 
that all the good it will do in civil life cannot balance the harm 
that may be done in war by it, and if I hai the casting vote, 1 
wouli say abolish the air. I feel that it is an infinitely more 
harmful weapon of war than any other. 

There is thys no clear answer to be gained from these two 
e'Xpert, but conflicting, opinions as to whether it is desirable to 
abolish aviation. Nor is it worth while tp canvass the question 
in more detail, for, in fact, it is quite certain that no proposal 
to abolish aviation would be agreed to by the Government of 
any considerable power. If, by a miracle, international agree- 
ment were secured, then the whole problem with which this 
chapter deals would disappear. But if, as may be assumed, the 
proposal is not even seriously considered, let alone adopted, some 
other policy must be sought which will fit the facts above 
described. 

2. The Abolition of Military and Naval Aviation. — ^There is a 
second possible course less sweeping in its scope: the general 

1 Cmd 1627. 1922, p 25 
a Dmly News, October 25, 1925. 
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adoption of the Peace Treaty system. Under this system cml 
aviation would be allowed, but military and naval aviation of 
every kind would be abolished. 

Few will doubt that if agreement could be secured for such 
a plan, it would be desirable on every ground to carry it out. 
Indeed, on grounds of reason and of public welfare, there seems 
to be no single argument on the other side. National security 
should be the only purpose of all armament, and military air- 
craft must always and obviously create insecunty for all 
concerned. 

But, again, whatever it might be desirable to do, there is 
little hope that Governments, in fact, will seriously consider 
the total abolition of military and naval aircraft.) Some policy, 
therefore, which aims not at abolition, but at reduction and 
limitation, must be found. 

3. The Ltmiiaiion of the Numbers and the Size of Commercial 
Aircraft. — It may help to clarify the issues if at the outset two 
other questions of general policy are asked and answered, in 
principle at least. Is it desirable to limit the number 
and the size (not, it should be noted, the typ^ of commercial 
aircraft ? And second, if it is desirable, is it at all hkely to 
be done ? 

Again the answer to the first question will vary with the 
varymg appreciation of the risk. The Washington Committee 
on Aircraft answered as before, that it was not desjrable to limit 
in any way freedom of development in commercial aviation, 
since such freedom in their opinion was essential to the progress 
of human knowledge and welfare Sir Hugh Trenchard, and 
many ordinary mortals who think with him, would answer that 
it would be desirable to make such a limitation, if it could be 

B ’ But, again, it is the second question which decides, and 
there can be no doubt about the answer: no limitation 
numbers or the size of commercial aircraft will in fact 
eed to, and it is on this assumption, therefore, that the 
to be adopted must be framed. 

4 tfmiiation of Military Aircraft. — In view of this and in 
view of the fact that the dominating weapon of future warfare 
i will Wan likelihood be aerial bombardment carried out at least 
in part by commercial aircraft, is it desirable and is it possible 
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to limit military aircraft m any way ? And if so, how can it be 
done 

To the first question there is this time no doubt about the 
answer that wiU be generally made. "On every ground it is 
emphatically to be desired that military aircraft should be 
limited, if it can be done. The following reasons, though some 
only of many that apply, are conclusive. 

First, as has above been argued, if mihtary aircraft are not 
dealt with, it is doubtful whether any disarmament treaty can 
be made, and if it is made, whether it will do more good than 
harm. 

Second, it is important on economic grounds to limit the 
financial burden which air forces now mvolve. This burden is 
still relatively light, as the cost per unit is less than the cost of 
corresponding units of land or naval forces. But the great 
expansion of air forces which has begun and which, if no limita- 
tion is agreed to, will go on, will add very seriously to the burden 
they impose. 

Third, the indefinite expansion of aerial forces would almost 
certainly involve, as a direct result, the militarization of 
aviation as a whole. It might thus hamper and divert the 
normal technical development of commercial aircraft, for every 
measure would be taken which would render commercial 
aviation readily available for war.^ 

Fourth, the existence of a large cadre of military aircraft 
would render a given number of commercial aircraft far more 
effective as an ofiensive weapon by facilitating in many ways : 
their organization and command when they were mobilized. 
It would thus increase the temptation to potential aggressors to< ^ 
make surprise attacks. '/ 

Fifth, rival competition in air force preparation will, in vi^=- 
of the menace it involves to civilian populations, create ev® 


1 It should be uoted that in the following discussion the phrase, 
** military aircraft '' is used to include aircraft used for both military 
and naval purposes. 

* Carrying surface can be increased by the standardization and 
interchangeabihty of wings and other methods; and it is not impossible 
to conceive of civil and Commercial aircraft being designed with a view 
to ultimate war requirements-’' — ^Report of Washington Committee, 
he* p 27. 
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more suspicion and distrust, and an even greater sense of 
insecurity, than the armament competitions of the past. It 
will thus increase directly the risk of war 

The objects of an air force limitation should he two first, the 
limitation of the actual battle-strength m “ fighters ” of the 
different states, second, the limitation of the total air force 
cadre which is available for policmg, organizing and command- 
mg whatever aircraft of all kinds a nation could mobilize for 
purposes of war How can these two objects be secured ? 

There would be two distinct elements in a perfect treaty: 
the limitation of the iype of aircraft and the limitation of their 
numbers 

The LimitaUon of Military Type — As for the limitation of 
type, it would be obviously desirable to effect it if there were 
any way in which it could be done The opinion of Major 
Stewart may be recalled, that one fighter of the present day 
might be able to defeat a thousand pre-war ’planes If this 
be even approximately true, the fighting strength of any air 
force for aerial combat must depend upon the type of aircraft 
which it uses, upon their horse-power, their speed, their power 
to chmb, to dive and to manoeuvre 

Is there any way in which the type of aircraft can be con- 
trolled ? Two methods were considered by the Washington 
Committee, by limitation of horse-power and by limitation of 
lift-tonnage. Obviously for fighting purposes horse-power is 
more effective than the capacity to lift great weights. But 
limitation by either means would be difficult to devise and still 
more difficult to control m application. “ Measurements of 
horse-power, supporting surface, fuel capacity and weight will 
be necessary if secunty against evasion is to be ensured . . 
But faking rules as drafted and even assummg continuous 
inspection of a most stringent character, it appears that there 
are still loopholes for evasion No rules can prevent aircraft 
being designed in peace to perrmt of the ready instalment of 
larger tanks in war, engines can be made interchangeable, 
enabling one of higher power to be installed, etc. . Again, 
on the limitation of horse-power the Committee says: " This 

1 Ibtd., p. 27. 
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can only be based on the cubic capacity of the engines; there 
will be no guarantee that a nation has not discovered a secret 
which will enable greater horse-power to be got out of a limited 
capacity, nor is it reasonable to expect "any nation to disclose 
such a secret.” Besides these technical reasons the Committee 
also urged that an attempt to control the observance of such a 
system would, if it were elective, “ entail such detailed in- 
spection by a foreign Commission as to be intolerable to any 
nation.”^ 

These reasons are of such force that it is necessary to agree 
that any limitation of the type of aircraft will be technically 
and practically very difficult, if not impossible, to carry out. 
It may be taken as virtually certain, therefore, that even if 
theoretically it were possible to impose restrictions on the type 
of aircraft, no such restrictions would, in fact, be made 

This fact must be regretted, but it is not fatal to an agreement 
for the limitation of air forces It is at least probable that a 
rough balance in type of individual military machines will be 
maintained by the different powers which have pretensions to 
aerial strength It would be against all previous experience 
in the development of weapons if this were not so. And if 
the total numbers of military aircraft are rigidly restricted, 
the risks involved m the free development of type will be, if 
not extinguished, at least much reduced. 

The Limitation of Air Forces — How then can the numbers of 
military aircralft and the total strength of the air force cadre 
be hmited ? 

Five possible plans were discussed and rejected by the 
Washington Committee. The matter is so important that their 
arguments require examination. Their five plans were as 
follows : 

" (i ) The limitation of the number of military aircraft. 

(ii.) The limitation of the amount of horse-power for 
military aircraft 

(iii.) Tlie limitation of lift^tonna^e for military aircraft, 
(iv.) The limitation of personnel for military aircraft 
(v.) The limitation of military aircraft budgets 

1 Cmd. 1627, 1922, p. 32. 2 Ib ^ d , p 31, 
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Two of these plans, limitation by horse-power and by lift- 
tonnage, have been already mentioned in discussing the limita- 
tion of the type of individual machines. It is plam that since 
they are unworkable tor the purpose of controlling the power 
and efficiency of individual machines, they will be still more 
unworkable for limiting the total power or capacity of a number 
of machines taken together And this, in fact, is the argument 
by which the Washington Committee reject the plans of limit- 
ing total military aircraft by allottmg to each country either 
a fixed amount of permitted horse-power or a fixed maximum 
lift-tonnage. If their argument is accepted, as no doubt it 
will be, 111 respect of limitation of type, it must also be accepted 
in respect of total air force strength. 

These two methods of limitation, by horse-power or by lift- 
tonnage, may thus be ruled out of the debate 

Lim%taUon hy Number of Atr craft . — ^There comes next the 
plan of limitation by number of mihtary aircraft ” — ^ > 
limitation "'on a numerical basis This again they reject 
on two different grounds 

They urge, first, the argument used by Major Stewart, that 
in fighting aircraft it is the type that matters, and from it they 
conclude that it would be of little use for different countries 
simply to agree to limit the total numbers of their machines. 
To secure equality of result, their agreement would have to 
include a limitation of the numbers of machines permitted in 
each type, that would involve the definition, ai*d, of course, 
the limitation of the types themselves. And since they have 
already rejected such limitation of type as too difficult to carry 
out, they conclude that no agreement concerning total 
numbers can be of use. 

Second, they argue that even if type could be limited, the 
problem of restricting the numbers of aircraft to fixed totals 
would in itself be highly complex, and that again evasion might 
be impossible to prevent. Any agreement concerning numbers 
would have to limit not only the total machines actually in use, 
but also machines kept in reserve, engines in reserve, and the 
repla,cement of machines which by the passage of time become 
obsolete, or which by accident or otherwise are damaged or 
destroyed. The Committee point put the great difficulty of 
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making any such agreement m an age when aircraft become 
obsolete in a few months, when peace wastage is relatively high, 
and when war wastage may be more than 200 per cent per 
month. 

For these reasons the hmitation of , aircraft on a numerical 
basis would be difficult to arrange, and still more difficult to 
control. 

Indeed, of all the three plans so far considered, it must be 
admitted that, even if the arguments of the Washington Report 
about international inspection are rejected as out of date, the 
plans themselves are hardly of a nature to inspue confidence 
in the signatories to a disarmament agreement that the under- 
takings they would involve would be observed It may, there- 
fore, be assumed that none of them in fact will be adopted. 

Limitation of Air Force Personnel — ^The next method of 
limitation proposed by the Washington Committee is that of 
personnel. Again the Committee reject it, and their argument 
is this: 


“ The fourth method of limitation, whether of the total 
of organized personnel for war aircraft, or only of pilots 
in the permanent military establishments, fails by reason 
of the difference in organization between different states. 
A nation which has a separate air service has to include 
in its organized personnel those employed in recrmting, 
supply, ^transport, admmistrative headquarters, etc. In 
the case of nations whose air forces are contained in their 
naval and military forces, supply, etc., personnel are 
included in naval and military establishments, a fair 
comparison cannot therefore be made. Moreover, the 
difference in terms of service, long or short, voluhtary 
service or conscription, must introduce incalculable factors 
which directly affect the efficiency of organized air forces 
and the size and efficiency of the ' reserve ’ 

This argument, like that on the limitation of aircraft budgets, 
which is considered later, was, of course, used by the Washington 
Committee, not of a proposal to limit all the armaments of all 

^ Crad. 1627, p 32, Para 33. 
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the nations of the world, but of a proposal to limit air forces 
only, and to do so at a time when, as the Committee no doubt 
nghtly held, the Governments had no serious intention of making 
any general change m the organization of their military machines. 
It does not, therefore, apply to the present situation, and, indeed, 
as soon as general disarmament is seriously considered with a 
firm intention to secure results, it becomes wholly inconclusive. 
For whatever the present practices of states may be, whatever 
there present organization, there is no possible reason why they 
should not change them, if they have any real intention to 
disarm. It would obviously be quite simple for an international 
committee of air and military experts to draw up common rules 
to define what services should be included in the air force 
proper, and on the basis of these rules the air-effectives allowed 
to every state could be laid down in application of whatever 
general ratio might be agreed 

It is true that compulsory short-term service causes here the 
same compheations that it causes in the limitation of land 
forces Perhaps, indeed, the complications are even greater, 
because short-term service in an air force might much increase 
the number of qualified pilots upon whom the efficacy of the 
whole force evidently depends But, broadly speaking, the 
same arguments apply to air as to land reserves The difficulties 
are a necessary result of the conscription system. They do not ' 
make the limitation of air forces impossible, any more than they 
make the limitation of armies impossible. do make it 

desirable to keep the standing forces as small as may be 
and to reduce the period of training which the air-effec- 
tives may receive to the shortest possible period that can be 
agreed. 

Again, as with land forces, there is no real danger that the 
total strength of air-effectives, if thus limited by treaty, would 
in practice be secretly exceeded. The control of the agreement 
would, of course, be made much simpler by the similar hmitation 
of total armed effectives of all kinds, which it is urged above 
is the essential element of land disarmament and a desirable 
element in disarmament at sea. 

There is, moreover, another sub-limitation of personnel that 
might be made. It is that of the total number of pilots. 
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Attached to the Report of the Washington Committee there 
is the following note : 

“ The Italian representative believes and desires to 
place on record that one way in which it would be possible 
to limit the air power of a nation would be by placing a 
limit upon the number of pilots in the permanent military 
establishment — Riccardo Moizo, Colonel, R.I A.”^ 

Aeroplanes caimot be flown without highly trained pilots; 
they are almost as much the " dominant factor " m air strength 
as fighting ships are in strength at sea A rigid limitation 
of military pilots will therefore limit the effective fightmg 
strength of the air force of a country, and the more specialized 
mihtary machines become, the more developed is the technique 
of aerial fighting, the greater will be the effect produced by 
such limitation of military pilots, and the fewer will be the 
reserves that can be mobihzed to swell their ranks, if hostilities 
should begin. 

There is another advantage m limiting not only total air 
personnel, but also the number of pilots • that it would prevent 
inequalities resulting if any Government discovered means of 
reducing below the normal average the number of ground 
personnel required, thus releasmg a greater proportion of their 
total personnel to serve as pilots The proportion of ground 
personnel required is, in fact, already gomg down. In the 
British Air Torce it was in 1921 'as high as seventy men for 
eveiy aeroplane; to-day it is considerably less. If mechanical 
improvements and superior s±a:ff work should stiU further 
reduce the number, the limitation of air force personnel might 
thus fail of its effect imless there were also this supplementary 
limitation on the proportion of permitted pilots that is allowed. 
There would appear to be no sound objection to such a double 
limitation, which would, no doubt, achieve an effective 
limitation of air strength both in time of peace and, if 
war broke out, also in Period A 

Limitation of Air Force Budgets . — ^There remains the fifth 
plan suggested by the Washington Committee, the limitation 


^ Loc , cit , p. 37 
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of military aircraft budgets. Their argument for its rejection 
IS as follows : 

" The fifth method of limitation, imitation by means 
of limiting the budget and thereby controlling the amount 
of money that may be expended annually for aviation, 
seems simple in theory, but it is difficult of application. 
The various methods of distributing budgets for material 
under different subheads make it impracticable to deter- 
mine or compare the actual sums expended exclusively 
for aircraft, and the question is at present further com- 
plicated by the factor of the relative purchasmg power of 
the currency of various nations 

Again, it is plain that this argument does not apply when 
a treaty of general disarmament is being considered with 
serious intention to achieve results. For obviously an inter- 
national committee of experts in mihtary budgets could easily 
work out a system of common rules of air-force accountancy, 
and a model budget which every nation could apply. It could 
also obviously prepare a workable scheme for air-force 
budgetary appropriations by agreeing on a fixed sum of 
money to be allowed for every hundred or for every thousand 
permitted air effectives These appropriations might cover 
either the total cost of the air force or the separate cost of air- 
craft and their armament and ammunition, or, preferably, there 
might be two separate appropriations to cover'b^th. Mutatis 
mutandis, the arguments used above about observance, and 
control of budgetary limitations for the army, again apply.^ 
It is true, no doubt, that small-scale evasions might occur, 
that excess aeroplanes in small numbers might be kept, that 
the Armament and ammunition depots of a disloyal state might 
without detection somewhat exceed the maximum it was 
allowed. But such evasions would be relatively slight, and, 
broadly speaking, the agreed limitation would be effectively 
achieved. 

The arguments of the Washington Committee are, therefore, 
not conclusive against these two plans of limitation. On the 
contrary, both plans can be applied, and if they are applied 
^ , p. 33> Para. 34. a Cf chap, ix., supra. 



334 


D'karmament 


in the ways proposed above, they will secure a real and effective 
limitation of the air forces which different states maintain. 
Plainly, if anything is done, it would be better to apply, not 
one of them alone, but both together. This would secure the 
limitation of personnel on a numerical basis and of material 
through a budgetary appropriation, and thus a system analogous 
to that proposed above for land forces would result. 

It may be that agreement could not be secured for such a 
rigid scheme. If so, the same sj^’stem could be applied in a 
more elastic way The permitted air personnel might be 
merged together with the effectives permitted for the army, 
and the budgetary appropriation for aircraft and armament 
with the total budgetary appropriation allowed for the whole 
land armament of each given state This plan would leave each 
country full liberty to develop its military aviation up to the 
limits of the total personnel and budgetary appropriations 
which it was allowed for its whole land and aerial forces. 
But, of course, developments of aviation would be made at 
the expense of other arms, and since no state is likely 
either entirely to give up or even greatly to reduce its 
army, an effective limitation of air forces might be thus 
secured. 

This scheme, no doubt, would involve greater risks of 
inequality among the contracting powers than the more rigid 
scheme above proposed, but it might in practice work. Risks 
of some sort 'fyfe inevitable, if the Governments desire to retain 
full freedom to develop air power as they may think fit Here, 
indeed, the Governments must choose Do they desire a 
system that will give them great liberty of action, complete 
freedom to choose between different weapons and methods of 
defence ? Or do they desire a more rigid system which 'will 
more strictly control the grave menace of air preparation, and 
which will give them greater confidence that rival states will 
not be able in some way to outstrip them in the competition 
for military power of some special kmd ^ 

It will be observed that this plan of merging air personnel and 
budgets in the totals allowed for land and air together would 
avoid the necessity of fixing a separate ratio in air-strength 
between the different countries. This would no doubt be 
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an advantage, if it were sound on other grounds. Whether 
it would be sound will he considered when the problem of 
the ratio in general is discussed 

5 Civil Aviation — There are some other special points to 
be considered. 

The Washington Committee gave the designation “ Civil 
Aviation ” to aircraft used by a state for other than military 
purposes, that is to say, for posts, police work, coast defence, 
etc. It seems plain that if military aircraft are limited, " civil ” 
aircraft must be included in the total which each country is 
allowed, For , civil aircraft stand on the same footing as 
“ auxiliary ” larfd forces. They are under complete state 
control, they are in full-time service, they can therefore be 
used at any moment exactly as the Government may dictate. 
Not only so, but in present conditions it is almost certain that a 
Government wluch had a large number of such civil aircraft 
would, in fact, give their personnel at least a partial training 
for air force work. 

It is true that this plan might somewhat restrict the use of 
aircraft for ordinary civil purposes If so, this is part of the 
price which must be paid to secure an effective limitation of 
military aircraft. 

It may, perhaps, be held that the price would be particularly 
heavy for Great Britain, because the different Governments of 
the Empire may be able to make great use of state-owned air- 
craft for maintammg imperial commumcatiohQ’, for policing 
remote and turbulent colonies, and so on. But, oi course, if 
the British Government desired to increase their civil aviation 
for extra-European, bona fide, non-military ends, special 
allowance above the normal ratio might well be allowed by 
othfer states. 

It may be added that aircraft for coast defence should 
obviously be included in the total military aircraft which are 
allowed 

6. Lighter-than-Air Crafl . — There remains the question of 
aircraft that are lighter than air, in other words, of airships. 

For various technical reasons, which need not be reproduced 
here, the Washington Conference came to the conclusion that 
hghter-th an-air craft could be limited both in size and in number, 
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and that the observance of such limitations could be easily 
controlled. 

The importance of lighter-than-air craft in air operations is 
at present very smah. But it is expected that, when they are 
technically improved, they will fulfil important functions by 
rendering air units even more mobile than they already are. 
Thus, in the speech which has been quoted, Sir Hugh Trenchard 
said: long as you have these facilities and arrangements 

(i 5., aerodromes, etc.), the actual unit becomes very mobile 
and will be a thousand times still more mobile when the great 
aircraft carriers of the future — ^airships — come into being/' 
Lighter-than-air craft may therefore play a great part in the 
organization of aerial forces, and may have an important bear-^ 
ing upon the utility of aircraft as a means of carrying out inter- 
national undertakings of mutual guarantee.^ 

But in spite of this it seems unnecessary to make any special 
supplementary arrangements in a disarmament treaty for their 
limitation. It could, of course, quite easily be done, as the 
Washington Committee have explained, if the Governments 
desired to do it. But the simplest plan, and one that would, 
no doubt, be quite effective, is to include the personnel and the 
budgetary appropriation required for lighter-than-air craft 
in the total personnel and budgetary appropriations allowed 
for the total air force of each state. 

7. The Remaining Problem : The Control of Commercial 

Amation . — ^Whacf will be the real effect of the measures of 

* 

limitation suggested in the paragraphs above ? At the best 
they can achieve in part only the purposes for which an air 
disarmament agreement is desired. Even if the Governments 

adopted the more ngid of the two alternative systems just 

% 

1 The following details concerning new dirigibles for the American 
Navy were recently issued by Admiral Mofiat, Chief of the U S Naval 
Air Service They will have a capacity of 6 milhon cubic feet; each 
ship will be armed with 30 heavy maohme-guns and one i-pounder auto- 
matic cannon These weapons will be provided with 9,700 rounds 
of ammumtion, and bombs will also be carried They will be filled 
with helium and could fly at a speed of 50 knots for 2,000 miles, with 
a mihtary load of 43 tons Each dirigible could, if necessary, carry 
6 fighting aeroplanes, for 5,000 sea miles, at a speed of 50 knots/' — 
Nms, March ii, 3:926. 
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described, even if under this system the air forces allowed to 
each state were ngidly cut down to the most modest scale, the 
resultmg arrangements would still have serious defects. What 
these defects would be is shown by the facts discussed above. 

(i ) Since there will, in all likelihood, be no agreement for 
any limitation of military type, there must remain a certain 
risk of air supremacy, of the invention of some superior device' 
for the mastery of the air, by a single country or a group of 
countries. This risk will be much lessened if the military air 
forces that are allowed are very small, and if the specialization 
of fi g hting t3^e continues in the future, as no doubt it will. 
But, none the less, we must bear m mind the risk of air supre- 
macy and of the temptations which it might present to disloyal 
Governments that contemplate aggression. 

(11.) The coefficient of expansion for air forces if mobilization 
occurs will no doubt be great. For every state with any 
considerable amount of military air force will endeavour so to 
organize its commercial aviation that it can use it for aerial 
bombardment, which it was said may well be the decisive 
weapon of attack in any future war Commercial aviation 
lends itself readily to organization for bombing work. 

(iii.) And it must be repeated that as commercial aviation 
becomes in the future an economically profitable proposition, 
reserves of both commercial aircraft and commercial pilots will 
much increase. This is an inevitable result of the improvement 
in aviation which is destined to occur; the only'Y'^^y fo reduce 
the “ air potential ” of a nation is to reduce its commercial 
air production in time of peace This, it was argued above, 
the Governments will in no case agree to do. 

(iv.) The reduction and limitation of military aviation will, 
as the Washmgton Committee pomted out, serve to increase 
the relative importance of commercial aircraft in any subsequent 
air operations there may be ^ This, of course, is trae ; but as 
it will result not from any increase in the offensive power of 

1 " The Committee also desires to lay stress on the fact that even 
if such a limitation was practicable (* e , of mihtary aircraft), it would 
hot prevent the use of air power in war, but would only operate to give 
greater comparative importance to the other element of air power, 
which cannot be limited for the reasons given in the Report " — Cmd. 
1627, 1925, p 36 
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commercial aircraft, but merely from the decrease of the total 
air power that each state will have, it is not a consideration that 
need cause much alarm 

What, then, in View of this situation, should be done ^ 
What should be the policy of the Governments in general, 
and the policy of Great Britam in particular, towards this 
menacing and mevitable problem ? There is no obvious and 
coherent pnnciple of action, but the following scattered sug- 
gestions may be made 

(1.) First, no purpose can be served by any attempt at 
international agreement not to use commercM aircraft for 
purposes of war. If war actually broke out, no Government 
and no people would have the slightest confidence that any 
such agreement would be observed It would, therefore, not 
only be valueless in itself, but would tend to reduce confidence 
all round in the agreements by which disarmament is brought 
about. 

(ii ) If aviation is to develop, as no doubt it will, the only 
certain way to avoid intense and devastating aerial warfare is 
to avoid war itself. We thus return, as a result of detailed 
consideration of the vital factor of aircraft, to the central pro- 
positions that an essential part of a policy of disarmament is a 
supplementary policy for preventmg war, and that, if Govern- 
ments are seriously minded in the matter, they must take every 
measure in their power to strengthen the available machinery 
for the purpose' 

(lii ) Military aviation should plainly be cut down to the 
narrowest limits for which agreement can be secured. If it is 
true, as the Washington Committee said, that this would 
increase the comparative importance of commercial aircraft, 
it is also true that it will decrease the proportion of total aircraft 
which can be used for offensive action in the early stages of a 
war. For a great reduction of air forces will make the organiza- 
tion and corpmand of commercial reserves far more difficult, 
and will thus make the numbers used far smaller and their work 
much less effective than if the military air cadre were unre- 
stricted 

Above all, it is the interest of Great Britain to secure reduc- 
tion of military air forces to the narrowest liimts. The greatest 
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danger to the British fleet and, above all, to its command of 
European waters, lies in the military and naval aircraft which 
foreign states are building By land the menace is no less ; the 
certamty of air attack upon our cities has wiped out the im- 
munity which the country, as an island, has hitherto enjoyed. 
Above all other Governments, therefore, the British Govern- 
ment has everything to gam by the mutual restriction of air 
forces This, indeed, without any doubt, should be the cardinal 
prmciple of the policy it adopts 

(iv ) Next, can nothing more be done about commercial 
aviation ^ 

The difficulties are great, for as was said above, the production 
of aircraft for commercial use cannot in all probability be con- 
trolled, either as to numbers of machines or their mdividual size. 

But the question of the type of machines is different from that 
of size or number. If the present differentiation between the 
fighting and commercial types of aircraft should continue, as all 
experts now believe it will, it might be possible to secure agree- 
ment among Governments that they will not divert the develop- 
ment of commercial aircraft from the most efficient economic 
type, m order to adapt them better to military ends. 

It is, to say the least, most probable that no perversion of 
commercial type will happen, except under the stimulus of 
Government subsidy. An agreement might therefore usefully 
be inserted in the disarmament treaty, that the signatories 
in makmg subsidies to commercial aviation "ViU attach no 
condition about the type of machine that is constructed, and 
that they will make no attempt of this or any other kind to 
encourage the construction of types suitable for war If such 
an agreement were to prevent commercial aircraft from bemg 
made available for use as fighters, this would be a result the 
importance of which needs no explanation. 

It might be possible to add, as an additional agreement, that 
all subsidies to commercial aircraft should be taken from the 
budgetary appropnation allowed to each state for its air force. 
The effect of this would be that subsidies given to commercial 
aircraft would pro tanto reduce the air force This would at 
least discourage attempts by disloyal Governments to prepare 
commercial aviation for aggressive use. 
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(v.) A parallel proposal which is worth discussion is that of 
an international agreement not to give military training, either 
voluntarily or compulsorily, to commercial personnel Such 
an agreement, if once accepted, would be comparatively easy 
to control, because most commercial^ air services are inter- 
national, and if it were observed, it would be of value: it would 
help in some measure to prevent what has been called the 
militarization of aviation, and it would reduce the expansion 
coefficient and the general offensive strength of an air force, 
if it were mobihzed for war. 

(vi.) But if all these measures were adopted, if everything 
were done that can be done without abolition of aviation, com- 
mercial aircraft would still remain available for offensive 
military action of a peculiarly devastating kind. Its very 
existence thus remains a grave menace to the world. It would, 
indeed, be certain, if the old pre-war system of international 
relations still continued, that sooner or later aircraft com- 
petition would lead to war, first perhaps on a small scale, then 
on the largest scale and with terrible results Even with the 
new international system of the League of Nations, even with 
all the measures above proposed, the danger would not be 
altogether removed 

There appears to be only one other means by which it can 
be reduced' the systematic organization of joint international 
defence against sudden aggression by air attack. It has been 
pointed out alTove that the only defence — if such it can be 
called — against large-scale air bombardment lies in counter- 
bombardment against the enemy state. This fact suggests that, 
to prevent aggression, it may be necessary to restrain a potential 
aggressor by the certainty of counter-attack more formidable 
than any air attack which he himself can launch. 

This would, of course, mvolve, if it were to be effective, 
he organization of a system of mutual guarantee under which 
the air forces of the signatory powers would be pledged to joint 
defence of any state which was aggressively attacked If such 
a system were once established, and if there were general 
confidence that the whole or part of the air forces of the 
signatory states would join in action against an aggresspr, 
whoever he might be, there can be little doubt that this would 
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prove so formidable a prospect that no aggression would, in 
fact, occur For if military aircraft were limited as above 
proposed, no potential aggressor could hope to establish air 
supremacy soon enough to prevent counter-attack against 
himself by night bombardment, and this fact would have a 
great restrainmg power. 

It is true that at the present time there would be certain 
limitations on the practical effect of such a system of mutual 
air defence These limitations result from the present inequality 
of the air forces of different nations, and from the limited radius 
of aircraft action. 

But inequalities of air-strength are being to some extent 
reduced, and it may be hoped that they will be reduced much 
more by the disarmament treaty, when it is made And as for 
the radius of aircraft action, the difficulty is being rapidly made 
less by the technical improvements which every year now 
brings. It is true, as has been said, that the average radius of 
all military aircraft taken together is at present little more 
than 200 to 250 miles from their base. But it is also true that 
the largest bombing machines can now fly ten hours at an 
average speed of 95 miles per hour, and that with this capacity 
air experts calculate their operations radius at 330 miles. 
It is also true that the average radius of aircraft is, as agam 
was said above, increasing and increasing fast, and that it is 
ahnost certain that within ten years it will be at least 
500 miles— an increase which wiU obviously much improve 
the efficiency of aircraft in implementing obligations of 
mutual guarantee ^ 

It is also true, as air experts admit, that military aircraft 
could be used for joint international action with considerable 
rapiidity and without the detailed preparation of plans in 
advance The technical difficulties of co-ordinating the action 

1 Cf. Report by Conmutiee of Imperial Defence, wntten in July, 
1923 ' " Though certain types of aeroplanes have a radius of action 
up to 500 to 6oo‘ miles, and others up to 300 to 400 miles, neither the 
Bntish nor any other service is yet equipped with aeroplanes whose 
normal effective radius of action exceeds about 200 miles. , . . But 
it must be remembered that the types of aeroplanes now m service 
use co'i%Hnu& steadily to be yeplaced by machtTies of gteatev powBT (X%d 
Wider radius of act%on*” — Cmd 2029 , 1924 . 

16 
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of different air forces are scarcely greater than those of 'co- 
ordinating different naval forces; indeed, the pnnciples of 
naval warfare to some extent apply The division of r61e 
between different contingents would be simple, for any given 
contingent could be allotted by wireless certain cities or areas 
to bomb, and could obviously cany out its task and report 
on the results without elaborate preparation in advance 
Similarly, the concentration of different contingents at a 
decisive point could easily be arranged by telegram without 
elaborate preparation in advance 
Again, air forces can easily operate at a distance from their 
home country, and could do so with very small delay, for the 
transport of aircraft from one base to another is relatively easy. 
Thus. 


(а) The air units would fly their own fleets and personnel 
to their new base 

(б) Their repair equipment and their general establish- 
ment could follow either by rail, by road (this, if possible, 
would be very rapid), or as Sir Hugh Trenchard forecasts, 
by airship. 

(c) The state attacked could itself supply them in their 
new base with all their essential requirements, since they 
are requirements which, it must be always remem- 
bered, do not need to be standardized to any national 
pattern— e.g , petrol, oil, food, bombs, etc. Any state 
expecting to be aggressively attacked would no doubt, 
if it relied on a system of mutual guarantee, prepare, as 
part of its normal staff arrangements, skeleton bases and 
dep6ts for the use of foreign air units which might lend 
their help. 


(vii ) Aircraft, then, are well adapted— far better adapted 
than land forces — ^for implementing an agreement of mutual 
guarantee, which, it has been argued, may be the only means of 
eff^tively removmg the danger inherent in the existence of 
unlimited numbers of commercial aircraft The scheme, 
which since Locarno should not appear Utopian, however it 
might have appeared when the Washington Conference met 
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in 1921, would have other advantages which must not be 
forgotten: 

[a) If states were specially pledged "to provide, for the 
purposes of mutual support, a large proportion of their 
air force, that would, in a considerable measure, remove 
the temptation to increase the amount of their permitted 
military resources which they devote to aircraft. This, 
of course, would be of particular importance if the more 
elastic of the two suggested systems of air limitation were 
adopted 

(&) By removing the temptation to utilize commercial 
aircraft for large-scale surprise attacks, it would increase 
the effect of the measures proposed above for preventing 
the militarization of commercial aviation 

{c) At the same time it would leave absolute freedom to 
commercial aviation to develop in whatever direction may 
prove to be economically most advantageous 

Summary of Conclusions 

The conclusions arrived at m this chapter may now be 
summarized as follows: 

I. Whether it is desirable or not to do so, it is almost certainly 
not possible to limit the numbers or the size of commercial 
aircraft. 

2* An agreement should, however, be made not to grant 
Government subsidies to commercial aircraft on conditions that 
would encourage the perversion of their type from economic 
to military efficiency. 

3. An agreement should also be made not to give to the 
personnel of commercial aviation any compulsory or voluntary 
military training 

4. It is probably not possible effectively to limit the type of 
military aircraft. 

5 It is, however, both desirable and possible to hmit the 
air forces which states maintain as part of their system of 
national defence. It is further desirable to ijeduce these forces 
to the lowest possible level for which agreement can be secured. 
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In particular, it is of paramount interest to Great Britain that 
this should be done. 

6. Military air forces may be dealt with • 

(i ) By the limitation of the total air force personnel. 

(ii ) By restricting the number of permitted pilots to a 
fixed proportion of the permitted air force personnel 

(iii.) By the limitation of the budgetary appropnation 
permitted every year for aircraft construction, armament, 
and ammunition. 

(iv ) Perhaps also by the hmitation of the total budget 
allowed for the whole air force costs 

7. A more elastic, but less satisfactory, variant of this plan 
would be to include the total air force personnel and aircraft 
budgetary appropriation in the total number of effectives and 
armament appropriation allowed for the land forces of the 
different states Such a hmitation, while givmg the Govern- 
ments greater latitude of action, would for that reason be less 
satisfactory, but if it were accepted, it might prove a practicable 
plan. 

8. To meet the danger of surprise aggression, inherent in the 
existence of unlimited numbers of commercial aircraft, there 
should be set up a system of mutual guarantee, depending largely 
on aircraft for its effect. It is desirable to this end that as large 
a proportion as possible of the mihtary air forces of different 
states should be pledged by treaty to co-operation in mutual 
defence. This question of mutual aenal guarantee may be of 
vast importance since, as some experts hold, all other measures 
of disarmament, however necessary and useful they may be, 
may yet within a short time prove to be irrelevant to the gravest 
dangers which may threaten in the future the peace and 
security of the world 1 



CHAPTER XIII 
PROBLEM OF THE RATIO 

The factors of military, naval, and air strength which it is 
desirable to limit, and the methods by which their hmitation 
may be attempted, have both now been discussed. There 
remains the problem of the strength, calculated in these various 
factors in combination, to be allowed to each of the parties to 
a disarmament treaty — that is to say, the problem of how 
the Disarmament Conference shall settle the relative position 
to be estabhshed among the nations which take part in its 
deliberations 

This has been called the problem of the ratio The phrase 
IS convenient, and will be adhered to. But, lest it be mis- 
leading, it must be explained that the establishment of a ratio 
does not necessarily involve the drawing up of a complete table 
of national coefficients like that of Lord Esher’s scheme. 
This, it has been shown, was done at the Washington Confer- 
ence, where the relative strength of the different participating 
powers was determined by agreements, after a complex negotia- 
tion, on a simple arithmetical proportion of 5 . 5 • 3 i 75 : 175. 
And probably m a general Disarmament Conference it will be 
more convenient, as it was at Washington,” to prepare a 
similar table of coefficients, and to work on the basis which 
it provides. But, of course, that is not essential Cumbrous 
though it would be, it is qmte possible, as was said above, 
for the Conference to work without a formal unit of measure- 
ment, and to negotiate from start to finish in terms of the total 
personnel and armament which each country will retain. 
Whether or not there is a table of coefficients is thus a matter 
more of form than of substance. The question might con- 
ceivably have a real importance, because of the psychological 
effect produced by " coefficients.” Lord Esher’s simple table 
aroused so much Government resentment that it no doubt did 
much to cause the rejection of his scheme But probably his 
table, translated into terms of total effectives and armament. 
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would have had the same results. For what the Governments 
objected to in 1922 was not so much the form of Lord Esher’s 
table as the fact of any concrete proposition of any kind 

The advantage o'f the establishment of a ratio in the form 
of a simple list of coefficients is that, it might simphfy — as, 
indeed, was proved at Washington — ^negotiations that must in 
any case be difficult in the extreme It will therefore be 
assumed, for the purpose of this chapter, that such a list will be 
prepared. 

But, whatever form it may be given, the real problem of the 
ratio is the same. Apd it is, of course, the crux of the dis- 
armament problem. If the Peace Treaty system were to be 
generally adopted as it stands, the ratio would remam the 
only question with which the Conference would have to deal.^ 
Even if a new and more elastic form of treaty is invented, if 
may still be the most important question to be faced And 
it must be faced, not only by the Disarmament Conference 
itself, but by the Preparatory Committee and the Council of 
the League as well for no " plans ” which did not include 
proposals for the ratio would be complete. 

It is the crux of the disarmament problem, because it in- 
volves the inherent and fundamental pohtical difficulty of that 
problem, a difficulty which cannot be removed, and without a 
solution of which nothing can be done. This difficulty results 
from the natural fact that the members of international society 
are widely difierent in size, in geographical situation, in historical 
development, and in other ways, and that for these and other 
reasons they are able to support, and feel themselves to need, 
very different quantities of the means of self-defence, They 
cannot, therefore, all be given an equal mihtary strength; even 
if that were possible as a system, none of them would want it to 
be applied. 

Since, therefore, different states must have differing scales 
of armament, two questions arise which must be answered: 
On what principle can the strength of each state be settled 
relatively to that of all the rest ? And by what method can 
agreement on the subject be achieved ? 

1 Except, of course, the important problems dealt -with m chap xiv. 
below. 
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The second of these two questions may be taken first, and 
one of the conclusions of this chapter may be anticipated. 
Agreement on the ratio will only be reached by means of a long 
and difficult diplomatic negotiation. No mere formula, how- 
ever simple or however intricate, can solve the questions which 
must inevitably arise ' The Conference of Washington furnishes 
an illustration, if such be needed, of this truth. Its ratio 
55*3 was as simple as any ratio could be, and, moreover, 
it was based on the principle of the maintenance of the status 
quo Yet its adoption involved prolonged and difficult negotia- 
tion, not only about the basic principle of the status quo, but 
also about its practical apphcation in terms of ships, F or weeks 
the Conference hung in doubt, while the delegations debated 
whether this ship or that should be retained or scrapped, 
whether compensation should be allowed in this or m the other 
way,^ before agreement was finally achieved. 

Without doubt there must be a similar negotiation by 
Government representatives either at the general Disarma- 
ment Conference or before the Conference itself takes place 
Without doubt this negotiation will be much more comphcated 
than that of Washington, which only affected five powers and 
two categories of naval ships. In each kind of armament — 
land, sea, and axr — ^the question of the ratio will arise; its solu- 
tion will need far more careful study in advance than that 
given to the Washington proposals; and agreement at the 
Conference itself may take far longer to achieve. - 

But if this must be the method, cannot Jts application be 
made simpler by some formula or principle on which the 
necessary negotiation can be based ? Is there not sohie logical 
starting pomt, such as the size of the population, or, as at 
Washington, the maintenance of the existing status quo, by 
reference to which the mihtary strength allowed to different 
states could be provisionally laid down, subject, of course, to 
modification on various grounds, if in the negotiations that 
should seem to be required ^ 

1 Vide Buell, Washington Conference, pp. 155-60, concermng the 
negotiations about the Japanese retenhon of the Mutsu, the Bntish 
retention of two battleships of the Hood class, the scrapping of four 
ships of the King George V class, etc 
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Such a principle or formula, if it could be found, would for 
the following reasons be extremely useful 

First, it would obviously simphfy the negotiation in itself. 
If there were some logical and generally accepted point of 
departure from which changes were only admitted when on 
one ground or another they could be" -shown to be required, 
that would obviously facihtate the task of those who must 
agree. 

; Second, the representatives of different states will more 
easily be able to accept without protest the coefficients or 
quotas of military strength which they are respectively allowed, 
if these coefficients or quotas can be justified on some ground 
of principle which has been generally applied. They may need 
all the arguments which they can find when they seek the 
endorsement of their disarmament treaty by their Parliaments 
at home, and a general principle for the ratio might enable 
them to defend concessions they had made to rivals, which 
otherwise they might find it difficult to explain. 

Third, the same argument applies, with no less force, to the 
national psychology of the peoples upon Whom both statesmen 
and Parliaments depend If its allotted strength can be 
justified on some general principle, a nation will be less likely 
to consider that it has been treated with injustice, or that its 
interests have been foohshly betrayed. 

For these reasons it is desirable to find some principle or 
formula on which the ratio negotiations can be based, and it is 
the duty of the Preparatory Committee and of the Council of 
the League to make proposals on the point. 

There has already been some discussion of the subject, and 
a number of different principles have been tentatively proposed. 
Before their respective merits are discussed, it may be well to 
clear the ground by a brief consideration of the purposes for 
which, in the general estimation, national armed forces are 
now maintained These purposes are plainly relevant to the 
question of the ratio; for the reasons for wluch states desire 
to have armed forces may well give guidance as to the quantities 
they ought to have. 

I Broadly speaking, there are three essentially divergent views 
'which lead, of course, to different results. 
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The first, for the most part unconsciously, but none the 
less firmly, held, is that the purpose of armed forces is to 
neutralize the grave natural dangers of international life in 
a savage and disordered world, that armaments in themselves 
give security from the aggression which will inevitably over- 
whelm any state that' 'is without them, and that the more 
armaments a country possesses the greater its security will be, 
whatevei the level of the armaments which other neighbouring 
countries may keep up. This is a view which the whole of 
history disproves, for if the development of the world has 
shown one thing more clearly than another, it is that the 
possession of great armaments does not by itself protect nations 
from overwhelming mihtary disaster. If examples are required, 
Napoleonic France and Imperial Germany provide them. But 
it IS none the less a view which, although it has been denounced 
by historians and by statesmen, is stiU, in spite of their warning 
and of the teaching of events, very widely held. A striking 
statement of it may be taken from the press. The able corie- 
spondent of The Times in Berhn, in discussing the attitude of 
German opinion towards a League Disarmament Conference, 
writes as follows • 

“ The German theory may be stated to envisage two 
possible courses — either the other nations must disarm to 
the same degree as Germany, or Germany must be allowed 
to readjust her armaments to an extent consistent with 
her own defence, having regard to the armaments of the 
other nations. There can be no doubt that the majority 
of the German people would prefer the latter course, the 
country having httle faith m the power of the Locarno 
^treaties to guarantee its frontiers, or to afford it the 
* opportunity of revising them 

If this doctrine were logically apphed, the only principle 
upon which a negotiation on the ratio could be based would 
be that of allowing every country to strive for the maximum 
armament which the other parties could be induced to allow 
it to retain. 

sThe second view of the purpose of armaments is not unlike 
1 The Times, January 9, 1926 
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the first, except that it is inspired by other motives besides 
that of fear. It is that armaments serve not only to make a 
nation safe, but also to promote its wealth, prestige, and power. 
If it were accepted, the only logical reason for disarmament 
would be to save expense, to gam material well-being of some 
kmds by givmg up the other kmds of both material and moral 
well-being which armaments secure. And, if it were accepted, 
the only method upon which the ratio negotiation could be 
conducted would once more be that of aUowmg every power to 
strive by bargaming to retain as much armament as the other 
contracting parties would allow. For a Government which 
takes this view must regard every reduction in its military 
strength as a “ sacrifice ” to be jealously avoided, and to be 
made only if other rival states will give up more. The doctrine 
logically would lead, indeed, to some such principle as that of 
the military potentiel which will be discussed below, for it would 
give a quasi-moral right to every state to have a strength 
proportionate to the absolute maximum which it could 
develop, if it extended its military forces to their greatest 
possible extent. 

(The third, or League of Nations view of armaments, is that 
their purpose is to keep the peace, to repress national and 
international crime, to mamtam order withm the state at 
home, and security against attack upon its frontiers from 
abroad. This is the only view that can be publicly accepted 
without grave inconsistency by any Member of the League., 
If it were, logically apphed, it would lead to a very different 
result from the two others. The Covenant has made security 
a matter of " pooled ” and common interest, to be achieved 
for Members of the League by their jomt action. If they had 
confidence m this new system, and if they genuinely accepted 
the League of Nations view of armaments, it would be no 
more than common sense for each of them to seek to pay 
as httle as it could towards the international pohce. Their 
attitude to armament would then become that of citizens 
towards taxation for the upkeep of the police; they would 
regard it as a sacrifice to pubhc welfare. Large states, like 
ri(di men, havmg greater material interests to be protected, 
would pay greater taxes for their protection than their poorer 
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neighbours But all states, large and small ahke, would seek 
to make the smallest contribution that the organs of pubhc 
authority would allow 

Which, m fact, of these divergent views do Governments and 
peoples hold ? It is difficult to say Certamly in disarma- 
ment discussions the first two frequently appear. Any reduc- 
tion under a disarmament treaty — for example, the scrapping 
of British vessels under the Washington Convention — is not 
only referred to in the pubhc press, but is actually regarded 
by general opinion as a “ sacrifice ” only to be made with deep 
regret. But it is also true that many Governments have now 
begun to regard the Covenant of the League of Nations as the 
basis of then- foreign policy. The old conceptions that arma- 
ments are a source of privilege and power, that they give 
prestige and wealth which cannot be obtained by other means, 
that expansion of territory by force is in itself to be desired — 
these conceptions are still far from dead, but they are 
weakenmg, while the sense of the solidarity of mtemational 
interests, though mcomplete, is growing. It is beginning to 
be true that the prestige of a nation is due not to its mihtary 
strength, but to the standards of its culture and its civilization, 
and to the pohtical abihty and force of those who represent 
it in international affaus. 

It can, mdeed, be fairly said that opinion is movmg at least 
reasonably fast towards these League conceptions. And its 
movement has certamly been helped by the Lea^e discussions 
on disarmament since 1921. For these discussions have always 
started from propositions consistent with the fundamental 
nature of the League. Thus, in 1921, the Temporary Mixed 
Commission prepared a questionnaire about the factors which 
the -Governments might wish to be considered when the scale 
of their armed forces was laid down. Their own summary of 
this proposal was as foEows; 

" Each of the Governments should be asked to furnish 
a statement of considerations it may wish to urge in 
regard to the requirements of the national security, its 
international obligations, its geographical situation, and 
its special circumstances. The Governments should be 
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specially requested to indicate separately the pohce and 
military forces which they consider necessary for the 
preservation of domestic order.” 

The mamtenance of order at home, the prevention of aggres- 
sion from abroad, the preservation of peace by joint international 
action — ^these alone were the purposes of armament which, from 
the begmning, the Temporary Mixed Commission recognized 
as just. 

The point is by no means academic, for the Second Assembly 
endorsed the proposals of the Temporary Mixed Commission, 
their questionnaire was sent out, a great number of Govern- 
ments sent rephes, and it has been on the basis of the question- 
naire and these rephes that discussion of the subject ever since 
has been carried on No one who has followed these dis- 
cussions can doubt that they have done much to form 
opinion, and that as a result the new conception of armaments 
and their purpose has gained ground, while the so-called 
imperiahst conceptions are beginnmg ta weaken, though not 
to disappear 

But the change is so far from complete that it is useless to 
seek m these general considerations a practical pnnciple for 
the ratio which, by reason of the general philosophy they 
accept, will carry weight with pohticians and with peoples. 
In other words, there is no principle drawn from the conceptions 
which have been discussed which will at the present time impose 
itself as just, for opinion is still midway between doctrmes 
which are" not only divergent, but radically opposed. 

This conclusion does not mean, as this chapter may serve 
to show, that these general considerations throw no light on the 
basis of the settlement which it may be advisable to adopt. , 

In recent years the following principles for the ratio have 
been proposed. They probably include among them aU that 
deserve consideration, though no doubt other principles, or 
combinations of principles, could be devised. 

1. Size of population. 

2. The iar&me of the International Budget of the League. 

3. The nnlitaiy potentiel of each state — i.e., the maximum 
mihtaiy strength which it could develop m a prolonged war, 
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if it threw into the struggle its whole resources of every 
kind. 

4. The prevention of hegemony, or of the power of any one 
state successfully to take aggressive action. 

5 The maintenance of the status quo of relative military 
strength at the present time. 

6. A return to the status quo ante helium — i e., to the relative 
mihtary strength of the year 1913. 

7. A return to the status quo of 1900 — i e., to the relative 
military strength of different countries before the crisis of com- 
petitive preparation had reached its height. 

In addition to the above principles, there are other factors 
which, it has been sometimes urged, must be considered when the 
ratio IS discussed. They are factors obviously in themselves 
not important enough, nor of a nature, to serve as a basic 
principle for determination of the ratio as a whole, but which, 
it may be held with show of reason, are relevant. Mention 
of the following factors of this kind may be found scattered 
throughout the recent report of the Cotmcil Committee, the 
Preamble of the Central American Treaty of Disarmament, and 
other reports and documents upon the subject- 

1. The geographical situation of the various countries. 

2. The length and nature of their maritime commimica- 
tions. 

3. The density and character of their railways 

4. The vulnerabihty of the frontiers and of the^important 
vital centres near the frontiers. 

5 The special position of countries which, in modem 
history, have often been the victim of aggression. 

6. The special position of countries with professional 
armies. 

7. The specal position of agricultural countries without 
large industrial resources. 

8. The degree of security which in the event of aggres- 
sion a state could receive under the provisions of the 
Covenant, or ,of separate engagements contracted towards 
that state. 

^ LN. Document, C.P D , December i, 1925, 
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All these are factors which obviously may be relevant to the 
relative imhtary strength which countries should be allowed. 

It is necessary now to consider more in detail the prmciples 
proposed, and to examine which, if any, of them might serve 
as a basis for the ratio The other factors mentioned must also 
be discussed, in order to determine how and in what measure 
they should be taken mto account The pnnciples may be 
taken first and one by one. 

ts^opulahon.—ThQ most obvious of the proposals made is 
that the ratio of military strength should be based upon the 
population of the different states, either the gross population, 
as revealed by the national census on a given date, or the annual 
“ class ” of recruits hable in conscription countries each year 
to begin their service, being taken as the guiding figure. 

This proposal is defended by a double argument which varies 
with varying conceptions of the purposes for which armed 
forces are maintained. 

Its first form is this that man-power is the foundation of aU 
military strength; that, therefore, a nation of a given size can, 
if it cares to do so, build up as strong an army as any other 
nation of a similar size, that, therefore, it has the moral right to 
be allowed a military strength exactly proportionate to the 
greatest force which, if it so desired, it could produce. 

Its second form is different. Every individual, it is said, 
has an equal, of an approximately equal, mterest m the peace, 
not only of his nation, but of the world at large, therefore it 
is just that all men should make an equal sacrifice both to 
mamtain internal order, and to repress international crane; 
and sacrifice can be distnbuted most equally by makmg the 
ratio between the different nations vary exactly with the 
respective populations which they have. 

Neither of these arguments is logically convincing 

Whatever view of the purpose served by armaments be held, 
some other of the remaining pnnciples proposed will be more 
consistent with it than the principle of population 

2. Bar&me of the League of Nations’ Budget . — If the principle 
of equahty of sacrifice for national and international peace by 
every citizen of every nation is accepted as right and ]ust, then 
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the ratio of armament ought to vary with the bar&me of the 
mtemational budget of the League. For the sacrifice imposed 
by armaments consists of the real wealth which a people must 
give up m the form of taxation for national defence; and the 
giving up of a fixed amount of real wealth means far more 
hardship to a poor and backward, people than to one which 
is rich and highly organized. This difference in real burden 
caused by an equal sacrifice of wealth would not be allowed 
for by the prmciple of population, but it is allowed for by the 
barime of the budget of the League That bar^me is the result 
of most elaborate efforts, made over several years by an inter- 
national committee of experts, to adjust the burden of League 
taxation to the real taxable strength of the various nations of 
which the League consists. The principle of the bar&me would, 
therefore, in theory be logical and just, if it were universally 
agreed that the sole purpose served by armaments is, by j oint and 
mdividual action, to preserve national and international peace. 

But in practice the adoption of this pnnciple would be open 
to objection To begin with, current pubhc opinion is such 
that the prmciple of equal sacrifice would emphatically not 
carry general conviction that it was just. Further, the taxable 
strength of different countries vanes so greatly that it would 
give immense inequahties of mihtary strength — ^inequahties 
more considerable than those given by any of the other principles 
proposed, and of such a kind that they might lead to serious 
hegemonies in different quarters of the world. * It would, for 
example, give to the British Commonwealth of Nations a 
proportion of the armament of the world (in fact, more 
than a quarter of it) which other countnes imght be most 
unwilhng to allow, and which the British nations do not wish 
to have. 

For these reasons the adoption of the budget bartme principle 
would seem unnatural at the present time But it is possible 
that in the future general opinion and the nature of inter- 
national relations may so change, that it will seem the obvious 
principle to adopt. 

3. TAis Mihtary Potentiel.—'Ihs. principle of the fotentiel 
is, in philosophic doctrine, the exact opposite of the principle 
of the barkne of the budget of the League. It is the logical 
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result of the view that armaments serve to promote the wealth, 
prestige, and power of nations, and that, therefore, each nation 
should strive to maintain the maximum forces for which it can 
afford to pay. 

The national fotentiel of any given nation is the military 
name for the maximum armed forces which that nation can 
maintain upon the field of battle for a period of time by devoting 
to the purpose the whole of its national resources of every kind. 
But how could it be determined what the potenttel of different 
countries really is with sufficient accuracy to make it the basis 
for the ratio of their future strength ? The belligerents in the 
late war might point to the forces which they then maintained, 
but even for them the experience of the late war would not 
now be qmte decisive, and no doubt the experts of all countries 
would demand a new discussion of the principles on which the 
calculation of their respective national potentids should be 
based. What lines could these discussions follow ? By what 
methods could the potenttel be determined if it were not based 
upon the experience of the past ^ 

Two methods have been proposed. The first is in the nature 
of a mathematical fantasy It is suggested that a list should 
be made of every conceivable factor which affects the military 
strength of nations — ^that is to say, their man-power, their 
existing armament, their industry of various kinds, their raw 
materials capable of use in war, their geographical situation, 
the length and nature of their communications system, and 
so on. An estimate should then be made of the relative 
importance of these various factors to mihtary strength, and 
to each should be given a fixed percentage value. Thus, for 
example, man-power might be given 40 per cent, armament 
30 per cent, industry 15 per cent, raw matenals 5 per cent, 
and so on. It should then be reckoned what is the maximum 
amount of each quantitative factor — ^man-power, armament, 
raw material, etc., which each nation could possibly develop. 
To that nation which had most of any given factor, a full 
percentage should be given — for example, 40 per cent to the 
nation with the greatest man-power, and a corresponding 
percentage to each other nation, according to its relative 
strength in men. Similarly, for the non-quantitative factors, 
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such as strategical geography, communication systems, and the 
rest, the relative advantages of each nation should be calculated 
by impartial experts. Agam, a full percentage should be given 
to the nation with the most favourable position, and a lower 
percentage to other nations, according to their respective 
strength or weakness in each factor. The percentages for the 
different factors having been thus determmed for each nation, 
they should be added together, and the results will give the 
fighting strength which in theory each nation would be able, 
by its maximum efiort, to produce 
According to this -potenhel doctrine, each nation will have 
a moral right to have under a disarmament scheme a strength 
proportionate to that which its maximum effort would allow. 
The ratio would therefore reflect the exact results of the 
mathematical process which has been described. 

This method of determining the potenUel seems fantastic 
when it is written down m plain words. It deserves explana- 
tion only because serious attempts have, in fact, been made 
to seek a basis for a ratio in this way.^ 

The second and more practical method proposed for the 
determination of the potenhel of diffe ent states is to give 
the task to an impartial body of imht ,ry experts Working 
on data provided by the general staff of each individual state, 
allowing for the man-power reqmred for the maintenance of 
national industry, for the protection of communications, for 
the defence of exposed or difficult strategical positions, and, 
of course, above aU, for the replacement of wastage due to 
losses of effectives in the field, these experts could calculate 
the greatest total force in armed effectives which each nation 
could keep in the field in a lengthy war. When they had done 
this,' they would then have found the relative hope of victory 
which each nation would have against any other with which 
it might be involved in war, and the ratio, founded upon the 
potentiel thus discovered, would translate this hope into the 
concrete schedules of the Disarmament Treaty. 

But by whatever method the potentiel may be determined, 
the adoption of a ratio based upon it is open to the same ob- 
jections. It must be admitted that it is a logical deduction 
^ Cf Proceedings of T.M C , 1921, 1922. 
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from one view of the purpose of armaments, which is very 
widely held, and that, for that reason, to many ordinary men, 
and not merely to military experts, it would seem '' the least 
artificial of any 6f the principles now being discussed. 

But it is in direct conflict with the new conceptions upon 
which the machinery and the obligations of the League of 
Nations have been built If it be accepted, the rational basis 
of a disarmament pohcy will disappear. Not only so, but in 
the practical discussions which have taken place, the spokes- 
men of many states have dissented from it At the Moscow 
Conference, for example, the Pohsh representative, speaking 
for his country and for the other border states, insisted that 
they should be allowed an extra quota of p*eace-time strength 
to compensate them for the fact that they had but httle national 
industry with which they could, if war broke out, provide 
their troops with arms and ammunition.^ This was a plain 
attempt to invert the principle of the 'potenUel, and to insist 
that, if a nation is weak in certain factors, it must for that 
reason be allowed more and not less standing forces. The 
same view was expressed with force by the Italian delegate. 
General De Marinis, in the Council Committee which met in 
December, 1925 

Un pays dont Tindustne est pen developp6e devrait 
etre autorisd d'avance, faute de pouvoir recourir a cette 
transformation des usmes de production et faute de 
matidres premieres pour les alimenter, k posseder en 
temps de paix un materiel proportionnellement plus con- 
siderable 

General De Marinis was supported in this view by M. Bon- 
cour, the delegate of France, and the same opinion could be 
found in many other speeches made at various times in League 
debates. 

It may therefore be concluded that, whatever would have 
been true a few years ago before general conceptions about 
armaments had begun to change, the potentiel principle would 
not to-day receive sufficiently general acceptance to make 

1 L.N. Document C T A , 205, 1923, p, 6. 
a L N. Document C.P.D,, i, p* 30. 
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it a possible basis to adopt. But, of course, it must be added 
that certain factors allowed for in the potentiel calculations 
— ^for example, economic strength — ^wiU have to be taken into 
account when the ratio is made. 

4. The Prevention of Hegemony . — The next principle, if such 
it can be called, can be best stated by reproducing Point 6 of 
a draft questionnaire presented to the CouncU Committee by 
M. Paul Boncour in December, 1925 : 

“ Examen du principe d’apr^s lequel aucune Puissance 
ne devrait pouvoir entretenir des armements susceptibles, 
si elle se rendait coupable d’une agression, de lui permettre 
de disposer de^forces sup^neures a celles que I’Etat victime 
de I’agression et la Soci 4 t^ des Nations pourraient r^unir 
pour les lui opposer, soit en vertu de I’article 16 du Pacte 
soit par I’apphcation des accords rdgionaux prevus par 
Particle 21 du Pacte. 

In other words, the ratio shaE be so arranged that no state 
shaU be left with a mihtary hegemony which would enable it to 
break the “ peace of nations ” with hopes of being able to resist 
the joint forces which under a League security plan will be 
brought agamst it. There is no doubt that this object, which is 
entirely consistent with the purpose of the League, should be 
borne in irund, but it is hardly of a nature to serve as a general 
basic principle by means of which the strength of every state 
could be laid down. It would not provide for the detaUed 
graduation of strength upon which Governments; whether 
rationaUy or not, are likely to insist. 

It should therefore be counted, not as a basic principle, but 
as one of the other considerations by reference to which the 
restats of such a principle must be checked, and, if necessary, 
altered. 

5. The Status Quo . — ^The next principle suggested is that of the 
status quo. The theoretical case for the adoption of the status 
quo IS twofold. 

First it is said that, of aU possible principles, it is the least 
artificial, because it is based upon the effort which, at the time 
when the disarmament treaty comes into force, each nation 
1 L.N, Document C.P D,, i, p 41, 
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will be making for its own defence, and because it wiU allocate 
to each nation the relative position as against other states 
w'hich as a matter^of national pohcy it has thought it nght 
independently to build up 

Second, it is said that, by the adoption of the prmciple of the 
status quo, allowance will be made for important factors to 
which otherwise it will be difficult to give a proper weight. 
Up to the present time each general staff, in determming the 
forces which their country needs, have taken mto account its 
international position, its general or special obligations to other 
countries, the strength and weakness of its strategical geography, 
the other special circumstances which may, affect their case. 
They have thus allowed for factors to which it is not possible 
to assign an exact or measured weight. They have made a guess 
as to what strength their country needed, and then they have 
modified their guess accordmg to its capacity to pay. To adopt 
the ratio of the status quo, therefore, will, it is said, save a lot 
of trouble m allowing for these imponderable factors, which 
must be taken into account, but to which no measured import- 
ance can be assigned. 

One other practical argument is used in favour of the principle 
of the status quo : that it reflects, beyond all others, public 
opinion in its present transitional stage about armaments and 
their purpose. 


As was said above, two variants of this principle of the status 
quo have ^.Iso been proposed. The first is that the ratio should 
be based not on the relative positions of different nations m 
1927 (or whenever the disarmament treaty is actually drawn up), 
but on their relative positions in 1913, before the Great War 
began. The other is that, instead of the year 1927 or 1913, the 
year 1900 should be taken; that is to say, before the great crisis 
of competitive mflitary preparation had properly begun. The 
discussion of the merits of these variants may for the moment 
be deferred. 


Sudi being the different general principles proposed, there 
must be considered next the other factors by which the applica- 
tion of the chosen principles must be checked. ' 
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I. Geogfctphical Position and Vulnerahtlity of Fyontieys. It 
is plain that on the basis of this factor alone no ratio co^d 
be constructed, but equally no ratio would carry conviction 
which did not make allowance for the geographical weaknesses 
or advantage of states. ^ It is also plain that in makmg allowance 
for a weak frontier a greater and not a less amount of strength 
must be allowed Any other arrangement would, in the present 
state of opinion, seem both unjust and artificial. 

It may be noted that this is an inversion of the poUntid 
principle. 

2 Industrial a'lid Other Economic Resources — It will probably 
be held that allowance must be made for the possession or non- 
possession of national mdustries, or of other economic resources, 
of value to a state engaged in war; but it is not plam in what 
way this will be made to count. Should states without industry 
be allotted more effectives, as General De Marinis argued m the 
speech which has been quoted, or will such inversion of the 
potentiel pnnciple in this case seem artificial ^ 

No firm answer can be made, but, as was said above, dis- 
cussion up to now would seem to point again to the inversion 
of the potentiel principle, and the allowance of compensating 
strength to countries which are weak m this respect As 
international stabihty and the prevention of aggression become 
more and more the aim of policy, so will this view seem in- 
creasmgly nght. 

3. Transit Systems . — ^The same remarks apply To some 
it will seem unnatural that a state which is weak in transport 
should on that account be allowed additional strength, but that 
it should be is agam plainly consistent with the conceptions 
which are now gaming ground. 

The Position of Agricultural States without Industry . — What 
was said under No. 2 above again applies. 

5, The PosiUon of States with Professional Long^Service 
Armies . — ^There are so few of these states that their special 
position can no doubt be dealt with by negotiation. No formula 
can be devised for measuring the supenor fighting value of pro- 
fessional as against conscript armies, and their advantage in 
this respect must be offset by their weakness in reserves. 
Probably on the balance a certain extra quota of effectives will 
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be allowed to professional armies, and in any case little difiiculty 
is in practice likely to arise. 

6. Special Dangers to which, for Historical Reasons, Certain 
States are Exposed.-^li wiU certainly be held, and, indeed, it has, 
up to the present time, been universally admitted, that it is 
right and necessary to allow in the ratio for the greater risks of 
war to which, by reason of their geographical position or of their 
history, some states are now exposed Again, it is not possible 
to make any formula by which the factor of “ war risk ” can 
be automatically apphed. It wiU be necessary, however, to 
give to it in negotiation its proper value. No doubt it wdl be 
made the basis of exaggerated claims by certain states to which 
security is the first of national problems. 

7. Security under the Covenant or by Special Pacts . — ^It is 
suggested in the report of the Council Committee that in 
determmmg the ratio allowance must be made for the security 
afforded to different states by the existence of the Covenant, 
and by the mutual undertakings of groups of states under such 
defensive treaties as the Locarno Pacts. No doubt, agam, 
it IS nght and in accordance with the principles of the League 
that such elements of security should be taken into account. 
But it IS probably impossible to find a ngid mathematical 
system of reducing the effectives allowed to one state in exact 
proportion to the assistance promised to it by another, though 
the Report also_ suggests that this might be done. The value 
of security so given must be allowed for " empincally,’' as the 
Spanish member said — ^that is to say, not by any automatic 
process, but in the general negotiation that will be required. 

An attempt may now be made to draw from the above 
discussion a conclusion concerning the way in which the ratio 
of the Disarmament Treaty may be fixed. 

It must first be repeated that whichever principle is adopted, 
it will not be used irrevocably to settle the ratio by an exact 
and rigid application of the results to which it leads. On the 
contrary, it wiU be no more than the basis of a prolonged and 
probably a difficult negotiation i n the course of which it wiU, 
no doubt, be modified by some or aU of the ot|ier factors which 
have been discussed. 
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This being so, less importance '^attaches to the principle 
adopted, less effort need be made to find a perfect philosophical 
basis, less time and trouble need be spent in securing the views 
of the Governments upon the point Attention may be concen- 
trated on findmg the principle which will best serve the practical 
purposes above descnbed, which will most facilitate, that is to 
say, the actual disarmament negotiation, which will best enable 
statesmen to justify to their respective Parhaments the con- 
cessions they have made, which will most readily convince 
those Parhaments and their peoples that general justice has 
been done, 

: And there can be little doubt that for these purposes one of 
the variants of the principle of the status quo would be the best. 
There is no need to repeat the general arguments m their favour 
which have been given above The most important of them 
on every ground is that the principle of the status quo will carry 
conviction to the popular mind, because it is based on the actual 
effort which the different peoples in the past have thought it 
worth their while to make ^ 

But it is known that some Governments hold that the arma- 
ment situation at the present time is quite abnormal. They 
urge that while some states have been over-arming ever since 
the war, others, for economy, have deliberately built up less 
armament than they feel themselves entitled to demand. 
From this it is concluded that the present ratio of strength 
is quite “ unnatural,” by which, no doubt, is meant that it 
differs from the ratio which the potentiel principle would give 
And if to this extent the prmciple of the potentiel really carries 
weight, then no doubt the ratio of 1913 has this advantage, 
that it would reflect the efforts made by the various peoples 
at a moment when they expected that their armaments would 
soon be used. To many it will for this reason seem more 
“ natural " than any other pnnciple that can be found. 

On general grounds of doctrine, the case for the ratio of 
1900, before the European crisis of armament competition had 
begun, is stronger than the case for that of 1913. But none 
the less it may be doubted if in practice it would now carry 
the same measure of conviction to statesmen, Parhaments, 
and peoples. 
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Probably, then, it will be most convenient to base the ratio 
on the pre-war status quo. The results which that principle 
would give must, of course, be checked by the other factors 
mentioned — ^factor^ of geographical advantage, special “ war- 
risk,” transit facilities, and so on — if it can be shown that they 
have not been allowed for in the basic principle itself. 

How can this be done ? Plainly, there are no formulas or 
rules more exact than the general considerations above put 
forward It is contrary to common sense to try to translate 
geographical advantage into percentage values. Such factors 
must be allowed for empirically — ^that is to say, by negotiation. 

It may be added that it will, of course, be the duty of the 
Preparatory Committee and of the Council of the League not 
only to propose a general principle upon which the ratio should 
be based, but also to indicate the various other factors which 
must be taken into account, and the relative importance which, 
in general terms, they should be allowed. On the basis of 
their proposals on these points, the actual negotiation of the 
ratio would be carried on. 

Perhaps at this juncture something further may be said 
about the nature and the method of the negotiation 
needed. 

If any variant of the principle of the status quo is adopted, 
three questions will arise in its application. 

The first concerns the determination of what the status quo 
in the selected basic year really was. There will have to be 
mutual verification and agreement by the Governments con- 
cerned of their respective strengths in the selected year in 
each of the various factors to be limited ; for land forces, for 
example, agreement as to what the relative strength of each 
country was in 19x3 in effectives, militia, and armament; for 
naval forces, agreement as to the total tonnage which each 
power possessed, and the real value which that tonnage, accord- 
ing to its age, armament, etc., should be allowed Calculations, 
of course, will also have to be made concerning the strength 
to be allowed to states which did not exist in 1913, but this 
should cause no difficulty. The agreement on these points 
will give a provisional ratio from which subsequent negotiations 
can start. So far, of course, the Preparatory Committee and 
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the Council ought plainly^ with the full statistics in their 
possession, to be able to make concrete proposals. 

Second, certain changes must be made in the provisional 
ratio so arrived at, on account of the various factors mentioned 
above — for example, geography (especially that of the new 
states) and the fact that some of the states have " under-armed ” 
in the last few years.^ Again, if they wish, the Preparatory 
Committee and the Council can make proposals and establish 
a corrected ratio in their plans This, of course, would be a 
more difficult task than the first, because it would be at least 
in part pohtical in nature. 

Thirdly, there would remain the translation of the corrected 
ratio into terms of the actual armaments which states retain — 
i.e., for land forces, into terms of the number of men of each 
category allowed to each state and of the amount of its per- 
mitted armament measured either in money or otherwise; for 
naval forces, into terms of the total tonnage of each state, of 
the categories of ships of which this total tonnage may be 
composed, or even perhaps of the actual ships which different 
countries keep. Once more, if they desired to do so, the 
Preparatory Committee and the Council could plainly make 
proposals for this concrete application. 

If they did so they would almost certainly make it easier 
for the Governments to reach a subsequent agreement, for 
any proposal put forward with the authority of the Council 
would not only serve as a useful basis, but would also carry 
great weight. 

But even if this were done, there would still be needed the 
vitally important stage of direct dealing between the Govern- 
ments concerned. This direct inter-governmental dealing 
m%ht either be confined wholly to the Conference itself, or it 
might be begun before the full Conference actually met. It 
is plain — for it follows from the proposition that disarmament, 
to be successful, must be general — that the ultimate ratio to be 
established between the various participating countries must 
be in one sense a single whole, since it must cover all the 
countries with whose armament the treaty deals. But in 
another sense this single ratio will be a combination of different 
Only, of course, if 1927 is taken as the basic year. 
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parts. While the military strength of any country may 
indirectly affect the strength of almost any other country, it 
affects much more vitally and directly the strength of its 
immediate neighHours Thus it might facilitate the final 
negotiations of the Conference as a whole to secure in advance 
a series of regional agreements about the ratio to be established 
among groups of neighbour states To this end the Council 
might summon a series of prehminary Conferences, to which 
groups of powers — for example, the Balkan or the Scandinavian 
states — ^would send their experts. These experts, meeting in 
Geneva under impartial chairmen provided by the Council, 
assisted either by the expert services of the Preparatory Com- 
mittee or by a special commission of that Committee, might 
then negotiate, on the basis of the principles laid down in the 
Council’s plan, a provisional ratio to be set up among them- 
selves and its provisional translation into terms of the armed 
forces which each should be allowed. Every group, of course, 
would be divided into sub-committees on naval, land, and 
aerial forces. If these negotiations led to satisfactory results 
in the apphcation of the principles adopted, that would clearly 
simplify the task of the Disarmament Conference proper. For, 
acting on the results which these group Conferences achieved, 
the Council could correlate their different plans, and so prepare 
its final comprehensive proposition for the Conference. It 
could, of course, in its discretion, suggest greater reductions 
than the group Conferences proposed; or if it found, as it 
weU might, that the plans of different groups were in mutual 
conflict, it could suggest whatever compensating changes it 
might think necessary. From the final scheme which thus 
emerged the Disarmament Conference proper could begin. 

In another sense as weU, of course, the final ratio must be 
a combination of different parts. As has just been indicated, 
there must be established a separate ratio between different 
countries in land, naval, and air forces — ^perhaps separately 
arranged, but forming together a single whole. 

This fact gives nse to what is perhaps the decisive advantage 
of adopting as the basis of the ratio one of the variants of the 
principle of the staius quo, and preferably that of 1913. The 
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advantage is this: that it would largely, if not altogether, 
obviate the difficulty, the insuperable difficulty, of measuring 
the relative value and importance to nations of their naval, 
mihtary, and air armaments This difficulty would inevitably 
arise if any of the other, pnnciples discussed above were to be 
adopted. Suppose, for example, the ratio were based on the 
bar^me of the League of Nations budget: on this basis Great 
Britam would have, say, the coefficient ii, France the co- 
efficient 8, Italy the coefficient 6, and so on It would then 
have to be agreed how much of the total strength, represented 
by the figure 12, should be reckoned up against Great Britam 
in respect of the fleet she will retam, and how much wiU be left 
over for her army and air force; the same, of course, wiU have 
to be done for France (beginning, no doubt, with her army), 
and for every other country. By whatever means this sort of 
calculation were attempted, it would virtually amount to a 
measurement in terms of mathematics of the relative value of 
the different arms — an operation which simply is not common 
sense The only alternative would be empirical negotiation, 
without, be it noted, any real basic principle at aU. 

But the greater part of this difficulty is altogether avoided 
if the principle of the status quo — e.g., in 1913 — is adopted. It 
IS true, of course, as has been said above, that the strength 
allowed to any nation in one given arm must have a great 
effect upon its permitted strength m other arms — Whence the 
need for “ generahty " in the second sense. But this can be 
allowed for by a negotiation, which wiU be simple, if the starting 
point is the principle of the status quo ; because, of course, in 
determining their strength in each arm in the past the general 
staffs have themselves made their own decisions about the 
imponderable factors which make desirable for their respective 
countries the development of one arm or another, presumably 
they were, broadly speaking, content with the position in each 
arm which they previously held; presumably, therefore, if this 
position is continued m the future, subject to minor modifica- 
tions of the kind discussed, neither they nor their Parliaments 
or peoples can have cause for complamt. On the contrary, 
indeed, the arrangement is almost certain to seem more just 
than any other, both to service and to popular opmion, while 
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if it is adopted the fantastic mathematics above referred to 
will in no way be required Thus it may be concluded that 
m the parallel negotiations that will be needed for the settlement 
of the ratio m each separate arm, the practice of the past 
famishes, if it can be satisfactorily apphed, both the most 
practically convenient and, in the empirical sense of the 
word, the most equitable basis for the relative future strength 
of different states. 

This would seem so far to be decisive concerning naval and 
mihtary forces, in which the practice of the past is very easy 
to apply. But the same is not true of air forces, and here, 
therefore, the ratio may present a new and comphcated problem. 
It would not arise, of course, if air forces were amalgamated 
with land armies on the looser plan suggested in Chapter XII 
above ; for then there would be a single ratio, based on the status 
quo of the selected year, for land and air forces together.^ 

But if, as may be hoped, air forces are limited by a separate 
and more rigid plan, then the new problem will arise. For 
then there must be a separate ratio for the air, or at least a 
separate negotiation and arrangement on the subject. And 
for this arrangement the principle of the status quo does not 
greatly help. The practice of 1913, for example, gives no 
guidance, for in 1913 there were no air forces, or virtually none; 
nor does the present status quo m air-strength, for reasons 
which will shortly be discussed. Some new principle is, there- 
fore, needed. " But what can this new principle be ? It is 
difficult to find an answer that will carry conviction; so diffi- 
cult that the Washington Conference Aircraft Committee 
pronounced this question of the ratio to be an " almost in- 
superable ” obstacle to any arrangement for the reduction and 
limitation of aerial forces. Their remarks on the subject “are 
so important that they must be reproduced. 

“ When the details of such an agreement are considered, it 
win be found a matter of great difficulty to find a reasonable 
basis on which the allotment of relative strength can be made. 
For example: 

(1.) " The staius quo cannot serve as a starting point, 
since the state of development of air services differs widely 
1 Cf pp. 234-5, supra. 
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yi , * 

in the case of the various powers (see Appendices), and in 
no case can these services be considered as complete. 

(ii.) The size of a nation’s navy and army will influence 
the basis, in so far as aircraft are essential auxiharies to 
those services. 

(in ) National policy will differ as between nations ; some 
nations, for example, will wish to have large air forces 
for coast defence, where others prefer to trust to older 
methods. Development on the lines of the substitution 
of air forces for other forms of force are hkely to be con- 
siderable. 

(iv.) The potentialities of air forces in policing and 
garrisoning semi-civihzed or uncivilized countries are as 
yet only partially reahzed. The number of aircraft 
required for such duties will vary with the size and nature 
of the territories to be patrolled, and with the value placed 
on their services by different nations 

(v.) The geographical position and pecuharities of a 
state, the situation and strength of its possible enemies, 
and the nature of a possible attack must influence the 
number of aircraft it will desire to maintain, 

(vi.) Different terms of service for personnel will in- 
fluence the effectiveness of air services and the size of the 
reserve. 

(vii.) The state of development or possibilities for civil 
aeronautics will have, as has been shown above, a direct 
bearing on the number of mihtary aircraft which it may 
be desirable for a state to maintain/’ 

What is the exact meaning and the real importance of the 
vafious arguments thus adduced by the Washington Committee 
in support of their contention that the difficulty of finding a 
sound basis for an air ratio is an almost insuperable ” obstacle 
to air disarmament ? They may be taken one by one, omitting 
for the moment the second point. 

(i.) First, they say that the status quo of ig'ai could not 
serve *'as a starting point ” because the services then main- 
tained by different states could in no sense ... be con- 
sidered as complete.” What is the real meaning of this 
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sentence ^ If the air folces of France, then and now the 
strongest in the world, are not " complete,” when will they be 
so ? The language used, indeed, is open to misunderstanding, 
and on the face of'it it would seem to show that the Washington 
experts had in their nomds the conception that every ratio of 
military strength ought to be based upon the real fotenhel of 
the states concerned. Such a conception, it has been argued 
above, cannot be admitted, and that being so, the only valid 
meaning which can be given to the Committee’s words is this: 
that there now exists no balance of strength among the different 
air forces of the world which would, if it were perpetuated by 
a disarmament agreement, carry conviction to the public mind 
that it was just. 

If this be true, then whatever the Washington experts may 
have meant, their conclusion may on grounds of expedience be 
accepted, that the present status quo cannot furnish us with the 
principle we need. 

(ii.) Their third argument may be taken next. They urge 
that, if the normal course of events is not disturbed, “ develop- 
ment on the lines of the substitution of air forces for other 
forms of force is hkely to be considerable.” 

> In this contention they are obviously right, unless, indeed, 
as is at present for the most part happening, air forces are not 
substituted for, but are added to, existing fleets and armies. 
But surely it is one of the important objects of disarmament 
to prevent the" great growth of mihtary air forces, whether 
that growth be by way of substitution or addition. The reason, 
proved to demonstration by the facts set out in Chapter XII 
above, is that aircraft are to-day so much the most dangerous 
of all the means of war. This argument of the Washington 
Committee, therefore, is perhaps the strongest argument that 
can be used for an immediate hmitation of air forces. 

It may be quite consistently admitted that a general belief 
exists that, if the normal course of things were not disturbed, 
a redistribution of air-power might occiu. This general belief 
may no doubt comphcate the problem of finding a principle 
for the air ratio which wiU carry conviction to the public mind. 

(iii.) It was argued in Chapter XII above that thq fourth 
difficulty raised by the Washington Committee — ^that the 
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potentialities of air forces for policaSig undeveloped countries 
are still unknown— can be dealt with by negotiation. Con- 
siderable latitude on tbe point might, without great disad- 
vantage, be left in the supplementary agreefiient to be made 
about colonial forces 

(iv.) Their fifth point — ^the varying character of strategical 
geography, and the varying risk of air attack — ^is in reality 
to a great extent the same as their third point, which has been 
discussed. So far as this is not so, it merely restates some 
factors which, it has been argued, must be taken into account 
in making any ratio of mihtary strength. No doubt they 
must be given their proper weight in making a new and separate 
air ratio, if such should be required But it must be noted 
that the most important of them, the air-strength of the possible 
enemies of any given state whose coefficient is to be deter- 
mined, touches the very root of all discussion about disarma- 
ment. It is the strength of possible enemy states which 
creates the problem of security To make no attempt to limit 
aerial forces — ^which is what the Washington Committee 
virtually propose — ^until a balance of " natural ” {i e , surely 
of “ potential ”) strength has in course of time been achieved, 
is simply to wait for new and great dangers to national security 
to grow up. 

The argument cannot, therefore, be admitted as vahd for 
the purpose for which it was used 

(v.) The two remaining arguments of the Washington Com- 
mittee, concerning the difference m service systems in different 
countries and the development of civil aeronautics, have been 
dealt with in Chapter XII above, and it is unnecessary to 
repeat again what was there said. 

So far, then, the contentions of the Washington Committee 
do not seem, to say the least, self-evidently nght, while the 
conclusion which they drew from them seems, if this may be 
said without disrespect, contrary to common sense. For, they 
conclude, as has been said, that “ the problem of finding a 
suitable ratio between the air forces of the vanous powers is 
thus at the present time almost insuperable.” 

But who can doubt that if the Governments want aerial 
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disarmament, as they sajK' they do, this insuperable diE&culty 
can be very easily removed ? Of course, much depends on 
what is meant by the word " suitable.” The Washington 
Committee seem ^o imply by the phrases which they use that 
no ratio could be suitable till every nation’s aerial forces are 
what 'they call “ complete ” — ^that is to say, presumably until 
they have been so developed as to correspond to their respective 
air potentials. If this is ivhat they meant, then with all 
deference it must be said that it is a fantastic proposition. 
It is equivalent to saying that one must wait for a foreseen 
disaster to occur before a way to avert it can be found It is, 
indeed, quite evident that if the Governments and their peoples 
mean serious business, some workmg and acceptable basis for 
an air ratio can easily be found. 

A suggestion may, perhaps, be made which, in default of 
something better, might be accepted It is founded partly on 
the general conclusions of Chapter XII above about the 
functions of an air force in tune of war, and partly on the second 
of the Washmgton Committee’s points — ^vtz , that " the size 
of a nation’s army and navy will influence the basis, m so far 
as aircraft are essential auxihanes to those services ” 

In Chapter XII it was argued that, if no disarmament treaty 
is adopted, and if wars of the old kind continue to break out, 
aircraft will inevitably be used for the bombardment of large 
cities. This, indeed, will probably become their first and most 
important function, then use as auxiliaries to land and naval 
forces being quite subordinate. 

But it will surely not be disputed that their first function, 
aerial bombardment, however inevitable it may be if conditions 
are not radically changed, is still abhorrent to the instmcts and 
conceptions of the vast majority of the human race That, 
on the other hand, and equally obviously, is not true of the 
use of aircraft in their other :^ctions as auxiliaries to land 
and naval forces ; on the contrary, as the result of the experience 
of the late war, such use now seems to the generality of men 
not only inevitable, but also right. 

If this be true, why should not public opinion be reflected 
in the ratio arrangements that are made? 'An intelligible 
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and convenient principle could found in the following 
propositions; 

(i.) Aerial bombardment is repugnant to the general 
conscience of mankind, -therefore let this function of air- 
craft be altogether excluded in considering the ratio. 

(li.) In consequence of this it should be assumed that 
if coercive measures under Article 16 were ever required 
against an aggressor state, aerial bombardment will be 
avoided unless the aggressor himself begins. 

(in.) For purposes of the ratio, therefore, only those 
functions of aircraft should be considered in which they 
act as auxiliaries to land and naval forces — ^functions 
which are now commonly regarded as legitimate. 

(iv.) If this be done, it is reasonable to establish a fixed 
relation between the air forces to be allowed to states and 
the mihtary and naval forces which they are allowed. 
In other words, a certain strength of air force proportionate 
to its permitted army, and a further strength proportionate 
to its permitted navy, should be allowed to every country, 
the fixed proportions to armies and navies being the same 
for all the signatory states. 

If this principle were accepted, its practical apphcation 
would be simple. A certain fixed amoimt of air strength, 
measured in air effectives and air budgetary appropnation, 
would be allowed for every thousand men permitted to each 
army, and for every thousand tons displacement of each fleet. 
In fixing this amount it would be desirable for all the reasons 
discussed in Chapter XII, and particularly from the British 
point of view, to keep the proportion of air to land and naval 
forces at the lowest point for which agreement could be 
secured.^ 

If this plan were adopted, the air ratio would become a 
mere result of the land and naval ratios, that is to say, if the 
principle here advocated were to be accepted, of the military 
and naval status quo in 1913 Such a solution, it may fairly 
be claimed, would violate the sentiments of no one; it might 
well carry general conviction that it was reasonable and just; 

^ Cf. pp. i97-^99> 238 - 9 , supra 

18 



Disarmament 


274 

it is therefore in accordC with the practical principles from 
which this chapter started, while in its application it would 
in fact allow a relative strength to the three Great Powers now 
engaged in aerial competition — 'Great Britam, France, and 
Italy — ^which could be accepted -with dignity by them all. 

Finally, it may be said that if the proposed solution seems 
too artificial — as no doubt the Washington Committee, for 
example, would have thought it — and if, for that reason, it is 
rejected, then some other more acceptable pnnciple must be 
found instead. For the alternative is a policy of suicidal drift. 
And if the Governments are content to drift simply because 
a theoretical or pohtical difficulty of this kmd should happen 
to arise, it wiH merely mean that they are not in earnest. If 
that be so, of course, disarmament will remain a distant dream. 



CHAPTER XIV 

CHEMICAL WARFARE 

Major Victor Lefebure has been quoted in Chapter IV 
above as saying that chemical warfare is '' the most important 
problem m the future reconstruction of the world/’^ 

Whether he exaggerates or not, it is at least certain that no 
plan of disarmament can be wholly satisfactory which leaves 
the weapon of poison-gas untouched. This would be true even 
of a plan which secured a large reduction in aU other armaments. 
It is therefore necessary to examine the part which chemical 
warfare, if it were uncontrolled, might play in future war, and 
the measures which can be taken to control it. 

The Place of Chemical Warfare in Future Military 

Operations 

There is no doubt that the general staffs of all military powers 
now regard the use of gas as a normal part of warlike operations, 
and make their plans on this assumption. It is certain, in fact, 
that, unless the disarmament treaty can prevent it, gas will 
be used in many different ways. 

Major Lefebure has explained m detail the probable methods 
of its application in war on land, and it may be worth while 
to reproduce some of his conclusions : 

(i.) He thinks it certain that gases will be discovered which 
will be highly lethal, very persistent, easily camouflaged by 
other so-called stink ” gases, the contact of which on any part 
of the body would be fatal, against which, therefore, the pro- 
tective devices of oiled suits, chemical pastes, etc. — in themselves 
a grave handicap to troops compelled to use them — ^will in the 
long ,run be ineffective. , Mus tard , jgas. he says, has many 
of these qualities, and the new gas, t?wisite, has them aU. 
Such gases could be used to make great areas on a battlefield 

^ The Riddle of the Rhine , chap x , p 232 
^75 
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impassable, or passable oily at such a cost in casualties that 
no stafi would pay the price. Mustard gas was thus used in 
the late war by the Germans, and British troops on some 
occasions could only cross it by “ bleaching ” roads through 
the infected zone — a device only possible on a minor scale, 
because it is impracticable to manufacture sufficient quantities 
of “ bleach.” These gases wiU thus create a new t37pe of 
tactical and strategic obstacle which may be decisively impor- 
tant for defence against infantry assault, for isolating a zone 
to be attacked, for covering an open flank, and so on. 

( 11 .) The use of gas might perhaps be countered by the tank, 
if the tank becomes not only a weapon of direct attack, but 
also a means for the large scale transport of troops But for 
this to be possible, of course, the tank designers must first solve 
the problem of protectmg tanks against the use of gas. In 
discussing Colonel Fuller's views of the future of tank warfare,^ 
Major Lefebure remarks: 

" With the increase in depth of infected zones, through 
the mcreasmgly lethal nature of the persistent compound, 
the tank will be compelled to rely on filtration methods of 
protection, instead of the use of compressed oxygen in a 
gas-tight compartment. Once committed to the use of 
oxygen, the only safe procedure will be to close up the 
tanks, and employ the oxygen while there is any suspicion 
of the presence of gas, and, under these conditions, oxygen 
transport would become a factor mihtating against the 
prime purpose of the tank — the transport of troops and 
arms. It is safe to forecast a tense struggle between 
chemical weapons and protective tank devices m the event 
of future wars.”^ 

Major Lefebure's forecasts would, no doubt, be accepted 
by all competent experts, and it may therefore be taken as 
'agreed that if in future war occurs, and if gas is left uncontrolled, 

! its use wiU be a vitally important factor in land operations. 

(iii.) Next, as was urged above, gas wiU be of great importance 
in aircraft attacks against the nerve centres of enemy strength, 

^ Cf Tanks zn the Great War, by Colonel Fuller. 

2 The Riddle of the Rhine^ p 230. 
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that is to say, against the industrial cities which produce 
munitions for the front, against the seat of government, and 
against the larger towns, upon the morale of which the resistance 
of the enemy state wiU obviously depend. 

There is no need to elaborate the pomt, which again is generally 
agreed by all competent experts. The foUowmg quotations 
may be useful illustrations . 

MajorLefebure: 

" Aircraft are the most effective instruments for a gas 

attack It would be practicable to put out of action by an 

aerial gas attack half a miUion persons in London. This would 
mean that the whole of London would be demorahzed.”^ 

These words were written as long ago as 1921. 

General P. R. C Groves, Director of Air Operations for the 
British Air Force on aU fronts in 1918 : 

" The gas bomb is probably by far the most effective 
weapon for use from aircraft . . . This form of attack 
upon great cities, such as London or Pans, might entail 
the loss of millions of lives m the course of a few hours. 

' The gas bombs employed would contain gas in liquid form, 
the hquid would be released on impact and expand to 
many hundred times its volume. The gas clouds so 
formed would be heavier than air and would thus flow 
mto the cellars and tubes m which the population had taken 
'refuge As the bombardment continued, the gas would 
thicken up until it flowed through the streets of "the city in 
rivers. All gas experts are agreed that it would be im- 
possible to devise means to protect the civil population 

. from this form of attack 

Brigadier-General Mitchell, of the United States Army, 
before the House of Representatives Committee of Appropria- 
tions . 

"A few planes could visit New York as the central point 
of a territory 100 miles square, every eight days, and drop 

1 “Chemical Warfare— Possibihties of its Control’’ • Problems of Peace 
and War Grotius Society Transactions, vol vu., p i66. 

® L N Document C,T A , 210, 1923 
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enough gas to keep tKp entire area inundated . . . Two 
hundred tons of phosgene gas could be laid every eight days, 
and would be enough to kill every inhabitant.”^ 

General Bradner, Chief of Research of the Chemical Warfare 
Service of the American Army, at a Congressional Hearing 

“ One plane, carr3dng 2 tons of the liquid (a certain gas- 
generating compound), could cover an area of 100 feet wide 
and seven miles long, and could deposit enough material 
to kill every man in that area by action on his skin. It 
would be entirely possible for this country to manufacture 
over a thousand tons a day of it, provided the necessary 
plant had been built. If Germany had had 4,000 tons of 
this material and three or four hundred planes equipped 
in this way for its distribution, the entire First American 
Army would have been annihilated in ten to twelve hours.”’- 

General Fries and Major West of the United States Army : 

" We naturally think of dropping gas in bombs when 
we speak of the use of gas by the Air Service. The gas 
will be so used in bombs of perhaps 1,000 lbs, or even a 
ton in weight, at least 50 per cent of which will be gas. . , . 
Mustard gas, which is a third again as heavy as water, 
may be sprinkled through a small opening, such as a bung- 
hole, in a tank that simply lets liquid flow out. The speed 
of the aeroplane will atomise it. In this way gas can be 
sprinkled over whole areas . , . Lewisite will be used. , . . 
The burns from a quantity equal to three drops -will usually 
cause death. The material can be made up by hundreck 
and even thousands of tons per month.”^ 

(iv.) It must also be remembered that in chemical warfare 
there lies the risk that some country will find a gas against which 
there is no defence and which will therefore be an irresistible 
and decisive weapon. The point has been mentioned in 
Chapter IV above. It is, to say the least, a point of great 
importance, and when so experienced an authority as Major 

i Cited by-Irwin, The Next War, pp 46, 47. 

* Chemical Warfare, p 380, 
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LefebuTe t. binTcs it quite possible thf t an irresistible compound 
may be discoveredj there is no need to argue that the danger 
is real. 

Major Lefebure gives illustrations of what he thinks the 
irresistible compound may be like, but there is perhaps no pur- 
pose to be served by their reproduction.^ 

There is no need to illustrate any further the potential import- 
ance of chemical warfare in future operations Enough has 
been said, perhaps, to show that no disarmament treaty which 
neglects it can be wholly satisfactory to the signatory powers. 

Methods of Control- The Geneva and Washington 
Conventions 

It is also plain that a simple agreement not to use poison- 
gas in time of war, on the lines of the Geneva and Washington 
Conventions above referred to,^ cannot by itself be enough. 
Unless effective measures are also taken to prevent its pre- 
paration, no Government will have confidence that the under- 
takings given will be faithfully observed And without such 
confidence each Government will be obliged itself to prepare for 
the possible disloyalty of rival states, just as, in fact, at the 
present time, in spite of their signature of the Washington 
and Geneva Conventions, all important imlitary powers are now 
engaged in elaborate chemical preparation. But once prepara- 
tion of any kmd begins, there will exist the danger of a secret 
development of the chemical weapon on a scale which might 
make a sudden, decisive attack quite possible ® This risk 
might drive some state, which thought that it was menaced, 
itself to seek security by a sudden “defensive” attack, in 
this or some other way the chemical weapon would certainly 
be used m the event of future war, if the Governments had 
continued their present preparation until its outbreak. If 
this should happen, agreements such as the Washington and 
Geneva Conventions would be either a cloak for intense com- 
petitive preparation or else — still worse — a trap for loyal 

Ct . ® ^ 1 The Ri,ddle of the Rhine, pp. 214 seqq. 

2 Cf pp. 43-46, supra a Cf infra. 



28o 


Disarmament 


states It may therefor^ be concluded that such treaties, 
including the Washmgton and Geneva Conventions themselves, 

are useless for the purpose they are intended to achieve, 

» 

Limitation of Chemical Preparation 

Nor can any proposal to hmit chemical preparation ^n amount 
serve any useful purpose, as it is above suggested that such 
hmitation can for other weapons, 

A rigid restriction of army chemical personnel and budgetary 
appropriation might, perhaps, to some extent diminish the 
risks of chemical preparation. But the danger would always 
remain that even a small staff of army chemists might discover 
the irresistible compound above discussed. And not only so, 
such a staff could not only do research for new compounds, 
it could also keep m working order the machinery and facilities 
required for large-scale production of compounds already known. 
The risk of such large-scale production of known gases is the 
greater since chemical factories are capable of immediate con- 
version, Thus Major Lefebure says. 

“ The great ease and rapidity with which the German 
dye factories mobilized for poison-gas production, on a 
super-industrial scale, has already been demonstrated. 
It took 40 years and more to develop these factories, 
yet 40 days saw many of these plants producing huge 
tonnages of poison-gas, and as many hours were sufficient 
for others.”'^ 

It must be added that preparation for such large-scale pro- 
duction of poison-gas can be made without the knowledge of 
the workers engaged in the chemical industry, since in many 
cases only the last stage in the preparation Of a lethal com- 
pound is toxic. Thus, if a Government decided on aggression, 
it could, by taking into its confidence only the directors of 
its chemical industry, begin such large-scale production of 
poison-gas that it could have, when the chosen moment came, 
large stocks ready, or almost ready, for use in the attack, 
A small skeleton staff could mamtain all the machinery required 
1 The Riddle of the Rhine , pp. 350-251. 
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for converting the industry and for making effective use in 
the field of the chemicals produced. There is thus scope, in 
this and other ways, 'for a dangerous combination of mihtary 
and civilian resources and personnel which it imght be im- 
possible for any external investigator to detect. 

For these reasons no hmitation of amount (either of money 
or personnel) could be a satisfactory method of dealing with 
the problem of preparation for chemical war* It is necessary, 
if it can be done, not to limit such preparation in amount, but 
to prohibit it altogether, and to this end to embody in the 
disarmament treaty a detailed agreement laying down the 
measures which every Government will take to make the 
prohibition practically effective.^ 

The Prohibition of Chemical Preparation 

Of what nature can such measures be ? 

It would be absurd for anyone without an expert knowledge, 
not only of the theory of organic chemistry, but of the chemical 
industry and of the practical problems of chemical warfare in 
the field, to hazard any suggestion, however tentative. And 
there are no experts with these qualifications who have yet 
ventured to make proposals on the subject, with the single 
and honourable exception of Major Lefebure; and he has done 
no more than put forward certain tentative ideas. The re- 
mainder of this chapter will be confined to a faithful summary, 
for the most part m his own words, of the various proposals 
which Major Lefebure has made 

To begin with, he offers two negative conclusions at which f 
he has arrived. 

The first is that there is no external factor of “normal 
armament ” {e.g., artillery, projectors, etc.) which is so essential 
to the exploitation of chemical warfare, that by its limitation 
the latter would be automatically checked. , Chemical warfare, 
while it can be thoroughly exploited by normal armament, is 
also independent of it, since it can be used with deadly effect 
in other ways — ^for example, by commercial aircraft.^ 

^ Cf 3 ho The Ri 4 dl 6 of the Rhine, 2445^^3' 

^ Problems of Peace and War Proceedings of Grotius Society, 
pp. 156-7 
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His second negative conplusion :s that “ no single measure 
of control can with certainty check chemical warfare, and 
once the possibihty of such control is entertained, it becomes 
a question of relying upon the cumulative effect of a series of 
partial disarmament measures 
These two propositions Major Lefebure makes his starting- 
point, adding to them a third which is that, owing to the high 
convertibihty of the chemical industry, to the great similarity 
of many processes m the production of peaceful chemical sub- 
stances to the processes required for poison-gas, and to the 
consequent secrecy with which either illicit research or ilhcit 
large-scale production can be carried on, the preparation of 
chemicals for warlike use must be, even in favourable con- 
ditions, extremely difficult to control. 

‘ But he also believes that the difficulty may be overcome by 
a senes of “ partial disarmament measures.” What are these 
measures in the cumulative effect of which he has at least a 
tentative conffdence ^ 

They involve control over all the four stages through which 
' “ a new war agency ” must pass in its life-history. These 
stages he defines as follows 

“First invention or pure research, then two kinds of 
large-scale experiment; and finally actual bulk manu- 
facture.”® 

For each of these stages Major Lefebure proposes certain 
specific measures of control. They may be taken in turn : 

I. Research . — -For this he suggests that there should be — 

(i.) “An internationally accepted prohibition of chemical 
warfare, which implies some form of international organi- 
' zation."® 

He presumes that under such conditions participation in 
poison-gas and similar research could be made unlawful, and 
that in consequence organized research by Governments would 
automatically cease. “ One could never be certain,” he 
admits, “ that a limited amount of work was not being carried 
on surreptitiously, but its volume would be much smaller 

* lUA., p. 153. 3 p 160. ® Ibid., p. 161. 
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than the efforts, say, of a few hurled organic chemists in a 
large research estabhshment, such as those of the Rhine 
factories or of Edgwood Arsenal."^ 

(11.) For the prevention of even such surreptitious research 
he beheves that other .means might be adopted. “ Would it 
not be possible,” he asks, ” to invoke the aid of professional 
orgamzations ? Many of them are already in a position so 
to impose penalties or remove privileges that they have a 
serious hold on professional men,”^ and he believes that if 
chemical warfare were internationally forbidden such asso- 
ciations might agree to help. 

(iii ) He beheves, indeed, that joint action among different 
professional organizations might be arranged. Thus : “ Much 
might be done by hnking up international scientific and tech- 
nical organizations with ... an association ” (of nations) , 
while “ by a much freer exchange of scientific personnel and 
ideas the difficulties and objectionable features of mutual 
inspection might be overcome.”® 

(iv ) A danger, no doubt, would still exist, that ” in some 
secret place or in the great industrial organizations work might 
be carried on which would escape detection. I suggest, how- 
ever, that if penalties were sufficiently severe, such organizations 
would hesitate to prejudice thus their commercial future 

As the result of these various measures Major Lefebure 
comes to a firm conclusion; “ Given international prohibition 
of gas warfare and an mtelligent central organization with 
certain powers, there is no reason, in my opinion, why research 
on poison-gas could not be very largely suppressed.”® 

2 . Large-Scale Military Tesfe.—The next stage is that of 
large-scale military tests. “ Almost without exception all the 
important recent chemical warfare developments were com- 
pelled to spend long periods in great experimental stations.” 
In these stations “ every aspect m the transition of research 
ideas to actual weapons ” has to be given mmute attention. 
Long experiments are required on the ballistics of gas shell, 
on the method of filling it, on the correct solvent and the correct 
quantities, on the correct cement for shell joints, on the nature 

1 Ibid., p. 161. ® Ibid,, p 161. ® Ibid , pp. 161-2. 

* Ibid , p 162. 5 Ibid , p 162 
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of the cloud burst, the breaking of the shell, the number of 
duds, etc. These experiments are earned on in great military 
testing grounds, such as Edgwood in Amenca, Fontamebleau m 
France, Porton in England, and the Krupp grounds in Germany. 
“ Can such organizations be concealed ?” asks Major Lefebure. 
“ Practically the answer is, ‘ No ' The great Krupp station 
was 15 kilometres m length, with elaborate personnel and equip- 
ment and systems for signalling and transport , it could not be 
concealed I suppose hardly any measures could so cripple 
serious development on the new agencies of war as the sup- 
pression of these vast experimental stations. Even if research 
went on in spite of restrictions, its results must m most cases 
pass through this relatively easily controlled stage in order to 
be of sufficiently proved value to be the chief card for a sudden 
attack on a large scale. A serious effort to follow the prohi- 
bition of chemical warfare by practical measures could not 
fad to lay hands on these vital field experimental stations.’’^ 

3. Large-Scale Research Tests, — The other type of large-scale 
experiment, experiment for manufacture, is the next stage m 
the preparation of warhke compounds. It would, Major Lefe- 
bure says, be “ difficult to suppress,” for the reason already 
mentioned, that the only toxic stage is often the last, while 
‘ ' the first four or five could quite well be claimed as preliminaries 
to some new or old commercial chemical “ I fear the only 
check could operate through the personnel directing the tests 
or through very 'severe penalties, for the actual operators need 
never know the purpose of manufacture.” 

4. Large-Scale Production — ^The last stage is that of " actual 
bulk manufacture,” which Major Lefebure believes to be the 
most important. He says, of course, that manufacture in 
Government chemical arsenals could obviously be stopped by 
an agreement m the disarmament treaty to abolish the arsenals. 
But the orgamc chemical industnes of peaceful commerce, " the 
most perfect type of convertible mdustry,” would remain. And 
he holds that something must be done to control them, “ other- 
wise any other measures to suppress chemical warfare, on the 
lines suggested above, would be futde."** 

On the other hand, it is extremely difficult to control the 
1 IbiA , pp. 162-3. I Ibid., p. 163 
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organic chemical industries. Their factories “ are more silently 
converted into arsenals than any other type.”^ “ In many of 
the processes the materials do not appear to the naked eye after 
the introduction into the first plant unit, being fed by gravity 
or pressure from one enclosed apparatus to another. It would 
he absolutely essential for any mspection to conduct chemical 
tests at the different stages.”^ 

“ In most cases an enemy with a strong organic chemical 
industry need not undertake manufacture during peace. He 
could rely on the potentiahties of his chemical industry, which 
would enable him to commence production in his existing plant 
immediately on the outbreak of war 

Faced with these difficulties, Ma] or Lefebure proposes sweeping 
measures which at first glance may seem impossibly ambitious. 
He defends them by urging that the organic chemical mdustry 
is a " cntical ” industry, which " rational disarmament must 
harness.” To this end he suggests* 

(i ) “ The first and crying need is to effect a redistribution 
of these organic chemical forces,” in order that no one state 
should have the monopoly which would give it potentially 
predominant power Therefore the monopoly of Germany 
must be removed and no monopoly must ever be allowed to 
develop in any country® This is the one solid chemical 
disarmament measure which can and must be brought 
about.® 

(ii.) He suggests as an alternative — ^though.-, of course, it is 
not necessarily an alternative, for both measures might be 
taken — ^the establishment of an international control of the 
present monopoly by means, presumably, of an international 
directorate imposed upon the private enterprises by which the 
mdustry is now carried on ’’ This directorate would presumably 
be nominated by the League. 

Major Lefebure’s proposals for the control of bulk manu- 
facture are thus • (i ) The distribution of the organic chemical 
industry among a number of different countries; (ii ) its control 
by an international directorate; (iii.) a close system of inter- 

1 The Riddle of the Rhine, p 244 2 ^ p_ 247. 

» Ibid . p 247. 4 iind , p 257. 

6 Problems of Peace and War, p. 164, « Ibid i Ibid 
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national supervision and inspection under the authority of the 
League, ^ 

Major Lefebure is by no means confident that the " cumulative 
effect ” of this " series of partial disarmament measures ” would, 
in fact, be water-tight. He admits thaf certain risks of evasion 
would remain, and that they might involve a potential menace 
to signatory states which carried out his plans with loyalty 
He adds that, although the risks exist, he is clear in his own mind 
" that the risks of unhampered and unhmited development 
of the new agencies of war are far greater than those which will 
accompany a really comprehensive and effectively operated 
attempt to control them 

Conclusions. — K few observations on these proposals may be 
allowed 

(i.) First, it would seem to the layman that Major Lefebm'e’s 
controls are more adapted to prevent the preparation of new 
gases than that of known gases, every detail m the production 
processes of which is already carefully recorded by the chemical 
staff of every army. For, in respect of such known gases, an 
intending aggressor need go through none of Major Lefebure’s 
four stages of production except the last — bulk manufacture for 
field use. And to check production at this last stage, League 
directorates and controls would be quite useless, once an 
aggressor had definitely decided upon war Thus, owing to 
the ready convertibility of chemical industries, a large supply 
of these known gases (including, no doubt. Lewisite) would, if 
the aggressor had enough commercial plant, be available for 
his use within a brief period of time ^ 

To this argument Major Lefebure would no doubt reply that 
his most important and, indeed, indispensable proposal is for 
the international redistribution of the chemical industries. 
But even if that too were carried out, his plans, as he admits, 
might still break down. It may be, indeed, as some people 
hold, that no plans will work until there is a resolute determma- 

1 Ibid , p. 164 

* How brief does not appear in Major Lefebure’s writings. Even 
poison-gas must be filled into shells or bombs, and filling is not a very 
rapid process, even if the shell-cases are ready. 
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tion among all Governments to work them. If this were so, 
we might be forced to the conclution that the only way to 
avoid gas warfare lies in avoiding •v^ar itself. 

On this hypothesis the proper pohcy which would follow 
from the facts put forward in this chapter would consist in, 
first, the immediate preparation of plans for general security — 
including in such plans, if it could be done, the distribution of 
chemical industry among different countries, which Major 
Lefebure suggests ; second, the strengthening and improvement 
of the existing methods for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes, third, a rigid reduction and limitation of “normal 
armaments,” since such armaments, if unlimited, are them- 
selves a cause of war 

(li.) But it is, of course, possible to carry pessimism even 
further, and to say not only that no plans of chemical dis- 
armament will work, but that for this reason no disarmament 
of any kind can be successful. And it is, indeed, sometimes 
actually contended that the reduction of other armaments 
might, if chemical preparations were left free, only serve to 
create a new competition in chemical preparation, which might 
do more harm than all the good which such a partial dis- 
armament might otherwise achieve This, indeed, is the view 
taken by Major Lefebure himself, he holds that, without 
effective chemical disarmament, other forms of disarmament 
would be not only useless, but positively pernicious. 

For this view, however, his case is not conclusive, and probably 
few people who have thought about the subject would accept 
it. A plan of general disarmament which neglected chemical 
warfare altogether might none the less, by greatly reducing the 
burden of armaments, produce a profound psychological effect 
on Governments and peoples; it would thus achieve both the 
moral and the material purposes of disarmament, and might 
therefore bnng a real and stable peace. A treaty of this 
kind Would, of course, in theory, for all the reasons discussed 
above, be incomplete; it might inspire so little confidence that 
it would be generally rejepted; but if it were once accepted 
and put mto force, it might in practice be a complete success. 

(iii ) But such an incomplete treaty would, of course, be 
only a second best. It is essential also to deal with r.hprni<'al 
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preparation, if it is in any way possible to do so. And, happily, 
there is no need whatever, Lt least without much further expert 
investigation of the matter, to accept the conclusion that 
Major Lefebure’s ‘plans would not succeed, either in respect of 
new or of existmg gases While these plans are tentative, 
they are, by reason of his great practical experience, of 
high authority, and they deserve the fullest possible 
consideration. 

For this purpose, it may be suggested, the Preparatory 
j Committee of the League should institute an exhaustive enquiry 
, into the whole subject by an international committee of ex- 
' perts who, like Major Lefebure himself, know both the chemical 
industry and the problems of chemical warfare in the field. 
This committee could work on the basis of Major Lefebure's 
proposals or of any others that may be put forward; they 
should be formally instructed to propose any measures of any 
kmd which they may think required for effective control of 
the production of chemical substances for warlike use; they 
should be specifically invited to consider all forms of inter- 
national action, whether by prohibition of Government chemical 
mdustry, by constant mvestigation of private enterpnses, or 
by the imposition on mdividual firms or combines of foreign 
directors with expert loiowledge, whose function it would be 
to report direct to the League upon the work of the firms in 
whose management they assist. The report of this Committee 
should be submitted to the Preparatory Committee and to the 
Council of the League, and should be simultaneously pubhshed 
to the world at large. 

Fmally, it may be suggested that whatever practical pro- 
posals this Committee may recommend should be unhesitatingly 
|.dopted by the Council of the League, however radical apd 
however ambitious they may be. For again m this matter of 
chemical warfare, as in the problem of aircraft discussed above, 
there is involved a pubhc interest of supreme importance. To 
promote this pubhc mterest, the necessary measures should be 
ruthlessly applied, whatever sacrifice of private hberty, what- 
ever interference with the normal working of economic laws 
they may require. The problem is too grave for the Govern- 
ments to risk failure for the sake of individual-freedom, private 
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profit, or even national " sovereignty.” Agciinst the claims of 
freedom, agamst all national prejudice and hesitation, the 
paramount and over-riding intemaMonal interest of all nations 
should prevail. There may be doubt about the efficacy of the 
means proposed to achieve the end in view; about the end 
itself there can be none. 



CHAPTER XV 

THE RESTRICTION OF WEAPONS- DEMILITARIZED AND 
NEUTRALIZED ZONES 

The Restriction of Weapons 

What has been called m this book the Restriction of Weapons 
was an important, indeed, an essential part of the Peace Treaty 
system of disarmament imposed on Germany and her allies. 
It IS not an essential part of the various suggestions made 
above for a more elastic lirmtation of the different factors of 
mihtary strength. These suggestions would be practicable 
even if no restrictions of any kind were placed upon the types 
of weapon that might be used. But although it is not essen- 
tial, it is, of course, desirable to restrict weapons as rigidly as 
’ possible in a general treaty, and to abohsh some at least of 
the more costly and dangerous types of weapon and to limit 
■the permitted size or power of others. 

This is desirable for two reasons • 

First, such restrictions wiU obviously make it easier to lay 
{down in the disarmament treaty smaller standard budgetaw 
lappropriations* for land armament and ammunition, for aerial 
construction, and for the maintenance of ships of war, than 
will be accepted if, when the scale of these appropnations comes 
to be determined, the contracting parties mclude in their 
calculations aU the means of war winch they at present use. 
Likewise, at a later stage,, when proposals for further reductions 
of the standard appropriations are put forward, the possession 
of large and costly weapons might be made the reason or 
excuse for their rejection. At either moment such a result 
would be unfortunate, because, as has been said ad nauseam 
above, the smaller the standard appropriations that are agreed, 
the more completely will the disarmament treaty achieve its 
purposes. 

v' Second, a drastic restriction of weapons would be an im- 
ago 
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portant earnest to the pubhc opinion of the world that the 
Governments are moved by serious intentions in making their 
agreement to disarm The abohtJon of tanks, the abolition 
of submannes, the reduction of capital ships from 35,000 tons 
to say 10,000 — such measures would have a s5mibohc value 
even greater than that of the economy, both of treasure and 
of brain-power, which they would effect. They would strike 
the imagination of the peoples, and would thus help to mobilize 
behind the disarmament treaty the support of the countless 
but as yet inarticulate multitudes who to-day desire to de- 
mihtarize the world m which they hve It may be added that 
in so domg they would make easier the task of securing the 
effective observance of all the disarmament treaty undertakings 
of every sort. 

A good deal has been said in previous chapters about the 
restriction of weapons of various kmds Thus the abolition 
of submarines,^ the limitation of the size of ships of war and 
of their armament,^ the abolition of mihtary aircraft and the 
limitation of their type,® and the abolition of chemical warfare 
of all kinds,^ have been discussed. A few words may perhaps 
be added here about tanks and land artillery. 

Tanks . — It IS held by many experts that tanks, if they are 
not limited by treaty, may develop into great land dreadnoughts 
which can carry large crews and heavy armament over any 
country at almost the speed with which the dreadnought 
travels on the sea Whether or not this be extravagant 
exaggeration, the present remarkable improvements in tank 
construction, and especially in their armament and speed, make 
it certain that much further progress is, as an engineering pro- 
fjosition, quite feasible.® It is also certain that in the view of 
every general staff the rdle of tanks in land operations is con- 
tinually increasing in importance. It is therefore more than 
possible that the Governments, hypnotized by dreams of great 
tank armies, may indulge in a limitless competitive development 
of tank construction, and if they did so they might well imperil 
some at least of the other good results of a disarmament treaty. 

1 Vide p. 204. supm * Vide pp 203-5, supra. 

* Vide chap, xii, supra * Vide chap xiv, supra. 

* A tank has been built which carries three guns, — ^Mr. Arthur 
Ponsonbym the House of Commons, April i, 1926 
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Against this danger the abolition of the tank would be, of 
course, the most effective measure And it may be added that 
an agreement for- its abohfion would be qmte easy to control. 
Special costly types of machinery are needed to construct tanks; 
the training of their crews requires a special terrain and a large 
area of country, neither their construction, therefore, nor their 
training practice could be successfully concealed 

Perhaps it may be urged that their total abohtion by the 
disarmament treaty is neither necessary nor even really desir- 
able The development of great fleets of tanks would be most 
expensive, if a rigid limitation were placed, as proposed above, 
on the sums of money allowed for armament construction, any 
considerable expansion would be automatically stopped On 
the other hand, it may be argued that tanks may be of use 
in pohcing undeveloped countries, where ordered government 
still depends more on the force behind the law than on the good- 
will of the governed F or this and other less convincing reasons, 
it is improbable that, in fact, the Governments will agree to 
abolish tanks, at least when the disarmament treaty is first made. 

In this case it would still be possible to limit by treaty the 
size and armament of tanks. This could no doubt be done, 
as for warships, by hmiting the maximum permitted tonnage 
of a tank. Some of the arguments in favour of the limitation 
of the type of fighting aircraft would here, rmtatis mutmdn, 
again apply But again, as with aircraft, it must be doubted 
whether any limitation of type will be in fact accepted, and 
rehance must therefore be principally placed on the indirect 
limitation secured by restrictions on the budgetary appropria- 
tions allowed for land armament. 

I^ani Artillery — ^The same remarks apply for the most part 
also to the hmitation of the cahbre of guns. 

Artillery under the pressure of international competition 
now increases every year in range and power; it is confidently 
predicted that there will shortly be a gun that can fire loo nules. 
Every mcrease in range, calibre, or weight of shell, is no doubt to 
be regretted as a useless waste. It cannot possibly be held that 
a i6-inch gun is a more efiective police weapon than an 8-mch 
gun; neither of them would, in fact, in any circumstances that 
can be conceived, ever be used for police work, either in civilized 
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or even — owing to the difficulties of transport — ^in uncivilized 
countries Theiefore, from a social'poxnt of view, large-cahbre 
artillery involves a total waste f 
The prohibition of such artillery would again, and for the 
same reasons as with tanks, be relatively easy to control, but 
again a rigid budgetary limitation would suffice to prevent 
dangerous competition. The limitation of the calibre of guns, 
therefore — and once more it resembles the abolition or limitation 
of tanks — is chiefly of importance because of its possible effect 
on the scale of standard budgetary appropriation likely to be 
adopted in the disarmament treaty for land armament and 
ammunition. If a low scale of appropriation were agreed to, 
then a limitation of the calibre of guns would be no more than 
an attractive decoration to an effective working scheme. 


Demilitarized Zones: On Land 

The subject of neutralized or demilitarized areas or zones 
rightly falls within the scope of a discussion on disarmament ; 
for demilitarized zones are not only one means of reducing 
armaments themselves, but may be, what is perhaps still 
more important, an effective means of removing the dangers 
which armaments involve. 

The system of neutralization was considerably used during 
the nineteenth century, and, broadly speaking, it was a success. 
There were occasions — ^notably the German invksion of Belgium 
— ^when it broke down. That was, perhaps, inevitable when 
it was used, as it often was, not as part of a general system 
for stabilizing international relations, but as an isolated 
expedient for dealing with special problems, for which no 
other solution could be found. But against its rare failures 
there are some briUiant examples of its success. No doubt the 
most important is the demilitarization of the frontier between 
.Canada and the U.S.A. by the Rush-Bagot Agreement of 
iTSiS, under which the naval armament of the parties on the 
-American Lakes was restricted to a few police vessels Not 
only has this agreement lasted until to-day, but by tacit 
consent of the two Governments its terms have been applied 
not only to the Great Lakes, but also to an immensely long 
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land frontier across open country ; and many eminent historians 
have expressed the view that, above all other causes, the de- 
I militarization of, this frofitier has prevented war between 
‘Great Britain and the United States from breaking out even 
when adverse forces and acute disputes have placed a heavy 
strain upon their good relations. As a direct result, the 
idea of war between Canada and the U.S A. is now incon- 
ceivable to anyone on either side. This ideal consummation 
would obviously not have happened if the two countries had 
been engaged in competitive military preparation on the 
frontier. The success of demilitarization in this case, therefore, 
has been quite complete. 

Another wholly successful example is furnished by the neutral 
zone set up by Sweden and Norway along their mutual frontier, 
when their union was dissolved m 1905. This zone is " to 
possess the advantage of perpetual neutrality”, it may not 
be fortified m any way; no military operations shall be earned 
on m it, it has worked without any hitch of any kind; and 
neither party has ever suggested that it should be changed. 
Other examples could be cited did space permit. 

It has sometimes been suggested that in modern conditions, 
with aircraft, motor transport, and so on, demilitarized zones 
have lost the usefulness they had. It is enough, perhaps, to 
answer that the Allied experts thought it worth their while to 
impose the Rhmeland zone upon the Germans by the Treaty 
of Versailles and the Maritza zone on Greece and Turkey by 
the Treaty of Lausanne. 

In the discussion of the Temporary Mixed Commission it 
was claimed that the estabhshment of demilitarized zones on 
certain frontiers might serve — 

(i.) To assist in determming, under a general security 
scheme, which state had committed an act of aggression. 

(li.) To delay an aggressive attack, and thus to give 
more time for effective mutual assistance to be furnished 
by other signatories to the state attacked. 

(iii ) To assist in preventing war by removing from 
immediate contact the forces of potentially hostile states. 
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It IS surely obvious that all these claims are justified. If in 
violation of a security pact aggression should occur, the mere 
presence of the forces of one side or^another in the demilitarized 
zone would enable the Council of the League to know with 
certainty which side had committed the first act of armed 
aggression. Likewise, a system which removes the point of 
concentration of the aggressor's forces to a considerable distance 
from their first objective must plainly give advantage to the 
defendmg states. Every battle of the late war showed that, 
in spite of the rapidity of modern transport, an advance of 
40 to 50 kilometres placed an attacking force in a position of 
great difficulty, if not of danger, until it had moved up its 
bases of supply — a process which necessarily requires a certain 
time Again, it is surely obvious that the separation of 
potentially hostile forces by a neutral zone must diminish the 
chances of a collision, and so reduce the risk of war. It is said 
that, even with such difficult Governments as those of Greece 
and Turkey, the Maritza zone above referred to has m this 
respect worked well. 

It may be concluded, therefore, on grounds both of theory and 
of practice, that demihtarized zones may in some cases serve 
a very useful purpose as a supplement to a general treaty of 
disarmament.' 

Something may next be said about the detailed provisions 
that would be desirable m agreements to create such frontier 
zones. Judgmgby theexperienceof thepast. Governments which 
wish by means of zones to achieve the three purposes discussed 
above would probably agree to the following arrangements : 

(i.) A zone should be perhaps 15 to 30 miles across. 

• The Maritza zone is 30 kilometres in depth on either side 
of the frontier, the Rhineland zone is 30 kilometres across, 
the Swedish'Norwegian zone 40 kilometres. The exact 
depth would have to vary with local geography. 

(ii.) "All permanent fortifications, and field works 
actually in existence, shall be disarmed and dismantled by 
the power on whose territory they are situated.”^ 

1 Lausanne Convention respecting the Thracian Frontier [t e., 
Maritza zone). 
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(iii ) “No new fortification or work of this nature shall 
be constructed.”^ e 

(iv ) " No depdt of arms or of war material or any 
other offensive or defensive installation either of military, 
of naval, or of aeronautical character shall be organized.”** 

(v ) The conscription or military training of the popula- 
rion of the zone should be forbidden. (But this, while 
desirable, is clearly not essential ) 

(vi.) No mihtary camps or barracks should be stationed 
in the zone 

(vii.) No manufacture of arms and munitions of any 
sort should be carried out there. 

(viii.) " No armed forces other than the special elements, 
such as Gendarmerie, Police, Customs Officers, and Frontier 
Guards, necessary for ensuring internal order and the 
supervision of the frontiers, shall be stationed or moved 
in the zones.”® 

The Lausanne Convention specifies the total number 
of men whom such elements may include — i.e., 5,000 — and 
lays down their armament, permittmg only 4 Lewis guns 
per 100 men and no artillery of any kind. 

(ix.) “ Military or naval aircraft of any flag whatsoever 
are forbidden to fly over a demilitarized zone.”^ 

(x.) Only such railway lines and sidings as are necessary 
for commercial traffic should be permitted in the zone, 
legitimate requirements in this respect being determined 
by impartial experts appointed by the Transport Com- 
mittee' of the League (This, while desirable, mi^ht be 
difficult in practice to carry out ) 

(xi ) For ensuring that the obligations of the Lausanne 
Convention are carried out, its fourth Article provides 
that any complaint of non-observance may be brought 
t before the Council of the League. This, as a rule, should 
prove an effective safeguard. 

But if it were desired to supplement it, there is no reason 
why the Council of the League should not appoint an 
impartial Commissioner or Commissioners who would 

1 Lausanne Convention respecting tlie Thracian Frontier. 

» ITnd * Ibid. * Ibid 
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live in the zone, have full rights of inspection and enquiry, 
and be responsible to the Council of the League alone. 
Such League Officers — there Q^e already precedents of a 
kind for their appointment — ^would not only secure faithful 
observance of a demilitarization treaty; under a security 
agreement they would also, by their mere presence, give the 
greatest possible guarantee against aggression, for their 
impartial report to the Council as to whose troops had 
first violated the forbidden zone would by itself be con- 
clusive proof of guilt. If the Governments really want 
security against aggression from without, here is a simple 
way to get it. 

It must be added, however, that the system of demihtarized 
zones cannot be universally applied On mountain frontiers 
the advantage of a zone might be outweighed by the loss of 
strong defensive mihtary positions. In areas which are densely 
populated, Governments may feel obliged to protect their 
inhabitants even against unresisted foreign attack But, even 
so, it cannot be doubted that on many frontiers demilitarization 
would have an ad m irable effect, would permit a great reduction 
of existing armament, and would much diminish, if not 
definitely remove, as in Canada it has done, the danger of 
aggressive war. 

Since, however, the plan is not of general application, it can 
hardly form part of the disarmament treaty^ Proposals for 
zones might much affect negotiations about the ratio and 
the scale of armaments to be allowed; but agreements on the 
subject would have to be supplementary to the general treaty, 
as the Thracian Frontier Convention was supplementary to the 
Treaty of Lausanne, 


Neutralization at Sea 

The system of neutralization at sea may be briefly dealt 
with. 

In the past, it has been apphed in two ways : to international 
straits and canals; and, in one instance only, to the open sea 
The first kind of appheation is illustrated by the Convention 
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of Constantinople of 1888 for the Neutralization of the Suez 

Canal. Under this Convefition — 

f 

I The Canal is to be open in time of peace, as well as 
war, to merchantmen and men-of-war of all nations 

2. The Canal can never be blockaded. 

3 In time of war no act of hostility is allowed, either 
in the Canal itself, or within three sea miles from its ports 

4 BeUigerent men-of-war may not stay in the Canal 
more than twenty-four hours, except in case of absolute 
necessity. 

5. Men-of-war may not be stationed in the Canal 

6 No permanent fortifications are allowed in the 
Canal, etc.^ 

The second kind of application has occurred only in the 
neutralization of the Black Sea by the Treaty of Paris of 1856, 
Article Xl of that Treaty is m the following terms : 

" La Mer Noire est neutralisee; ouverts a la marine 
marchande de toutes les nations, ses eaux et ses ports sont 
solennellement et a perpetuite mterdits au pavilion de 
guerre, soit des puissances riveraines, soit de toute autre 
puissance.” 

*.This neutralization, in fact, came to an end in 1871. 

It is clear that, both for straits and open sea, the principle of 
neutralization would need to-day a different application to 
meet the changes made by the Covenant of the League. It 
would plainly be absurd to put an aggressor state, as these old 
treaties would do, on the same footing with the states which 
are co-operating for the League agamst it. And, in fact, the 
necessary changes have actually been made for the Dardanelles 
and Bosphorus by the Straits Convention adopted at the 
Conference of Lausanne, for it is laid down that “ the present 
provision, which forms an integral part of those relating to the 
demilitarization and to the freedom of the Straits, does not pre- 
judice the rights and obligations of the High Contractmg Parties 
under the Covenant of the League of Nations.”® This pro- 

1 Cf Oppenheun, Intemahonal “Lam, vol i , p. 250. » Article 18 
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vision, which clearly needs general application to all straits, 
safeguards the right of Members of the League to take any 
measure in the Straits and the bordering demihtarized zones 
which may be necessary to carry out the obligations of 
Article 16. 

But straits are only of indirect importance to disarmament. 
The question of the open sea is different. 

It was argued in Chapter V above that the participation of 
Russia in the naval clauses of a disarmament treaty is 
particularly important. At the Rome Naval ” Conference ” 
of 1924 the Russian Delegation demanded for their Govern- 
ment a capital ship tonnage of 490,000 tons, but offered, 
on certain conditions, to accept 280,000 The conditions 
were as follows.^ 

“ (1.) That the Bosphorus and Dardanelles (Straits) 
are closed 

“ (ii ) That vessels of war belonging to non-riparian 
States of the Baltic are forbidden access to the Baltic by 
the Sound and Belt 

'' (iii.) That the Straits of Korea are demilitarized 
(disarmed).”^ 

This proposal was emphasized on several occasions during 
the debates of the Rome Conference by the Russian Delegate.® 
No attention need be given to the tonnage figures, what matters 
is the principle of great reduction m naval strength in return 
for the demilitarization of certain portions of the open sea. 

It is known that strong parties in the Baltic countries support 
the Russian proposal to neutrahze the Baltic Sea. But the 
British Government has always in the past opposed it, and at the 
Conference of Lausanne they equally opposed the neutralization 
of the Black Sea. In the Baltic we have always demanded 
absolute right of entry for British ships in unhmited numbers, 
both in peace and war. 

It is worth enquiring whether m view of the Russian offer, 
of the new legal situation of Great Britain as a Member of 

3 Ummportant matters are omitted 
2 L N. Document C. 76, 1924, ix , p. 15 
^ Eg , tUd , pp, 20-7, etc. 
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the League, and of the changed conditions of modern naval 
war, our traditional policyi^is not out of date. Of course, no 
Member of the League col?ld accept a neutralization which 
forbade states to send their fleets to the Black Sea or Baltic in 
support of the Covenant of the League., But if this right were 
secured, would the traditional British policy still be sound i’ 

The answer must depend upon the following questions. 

First, will Great Britain ever in the future want to send ships 
to the Black Sea or the Baltic, except in support of joint action 
against an aggressor who has violated the Covenant or some 
treaty supplementary thereto ^ The answer would seem to be 
a decisive negative. What British interest could induce us, 
either against the Covenant or in pursuance of a bilateral war, 
to send our fleet into either of these seas ? The case on this 
point will be still stronger if the Covenant is completed by new 
agreements finally outlawing all aggressive war. 

Second, is it, in fact, probable, in the modern conditions of 
naval war, that we shall be able to send ships either into the 
Baltic or the Black Sea, except when we have the active support 
of at least a considerable number of riparian powers ? During 
the late war the Russian Navy was for some years actively 
co-operating with Great Britain, yet Germany, defending the 
Kattegat and the Sound by floating mines, closed them so 
effectively that throughout the war no single British surface 
vessel reached the Baltic.^ It must also be remembered 
that in the future any ship sent to the Baltic would have 
in its narrow seas to run the tremendous risks of large-scale 
air attack. 

Third, all this being so, is it not, in fact, the true mterest 
of Great Britain to clear the Baltic as far as possible of ships of 
war, and by agreeing to Russia’s conditions, to reduce Russian 
naval strength as much as may be ? What could Great Britain 
lose under the proposed arrangement ? And might she not 
greatly gain ? 

The case seems strong enough, at least, to justify a thorough 
reconsideration with an open mind of our traditional policy 

^ It has been said that only two submarines got m, of which one was 
lost. But, so far as the author is aware, no of&cial figures have been 
published 
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about neutralization of the open sea. This reconsideration 
should certainly be given when the^ is a chance of a new naval 
arrangement, perhaps highly advantageous to the British fleet. 
Any neutralization that was accepted might, of course, be made 
conditional upon the acceptance by Russia of the general 
security system of the League of Nations, or at least of its 
obhgations not to go to war. This is only likely to prove an 
obstacle to agreement until such time as Russia has made up 
her mind that a policy of disarmament and co-operation with 
other„nations is in her own true interest. 



CHAPTER XVI 


THE TRAFFIC IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND THEIR 
MANUFACTURE BY PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

No general treaty of disarmament could be complete unless 
it dealt with the manufacture by private enterprise of~arms 
and ammunition, and with the international traffic in them. 
That this is so is proved, if proof is needed, by the clauses on 
these subjects in the Treaties of Peace and in the Washington 
Convention. In particular, the provisions of the Washington 
Convention involved a great spontaneous sacrifice of govern- 
ment freedom — a sacrifice that would never have been made 
had the parties not thought it vital to their general success. 

The Evils of Private Enterprise in Arms 

Before the late war there was a considerable debate about 
the alleged evils of the private manufacture of, and the un- 
checked traffic in, arms. But since the Covenant was drafted, 
this debate, in principle at least, has ended. For Article 8 
declares, in uncompromising terms, that “ the Members of the 
League agree that the manufacture by private enterprise of 
munitions and implements of war is open to grave objections” 
And it lays" down that " the Council shall advise how the evil 
effects attendant upon such manufacture can be prevented.” 

On the trade in arms the Covenant is less explicit. By 
Article 23, paragraph (d), the Members of the League " entru^ 
the League with the general supervision of the trade in arms 
and ammunition with the countries in which control of this 
traffic is necessary in the common interest.”^ Here, again, is a 
duty laid upon the League with a clear instruction that some 
control is needed 

What are the ” grave objections ” to the manufacture of 
arjns by private enterprise, as to the reality of which the 
Members of the League are aU agreed ? The Temporary Mixed 

302 



Arms and Ammunition and their Manufacture 303 

Commission, charged by the Council with the study of the 
subject, has thus defined them: | 

“ The objections that are raped to untrammelled private 
manufacture may be grouped under the following headings 

" I. That armament firms have been active m foment- 
ing war scares and in persuading their own countries to 
adopt warhke policies and to increase their armaments. 

“2. That armament firms have attempted to bribe 
Government officials, both at home and abroad. 

■^‘“3. That armament firms have disseminated false 
reports concerning the mihtary and naval programmes of 
various countries in order to stimulate armament ex- 
penditure. 

“ 4. That armament firms have sought to influence 
pubhc opinion through the control of newspapers in their 
own and foreign countries. 

“5. That armament firms have organized international 
armament rings through which the armament race has 
been accentuated by playing off one country against 
another. 

“ 6. That armament firms have organized international 
armament trusts which have increased the price of arma- 
ments sold to Governments.” 

What are the evils of the international trade in arms ? 
They are the same as the evils of private manufacture, for, 
of course, the trade is but another part of the activity of those 
who make the arms. But to those described above'there may 
perhaps be added another evil due especially to the traders : 
the fact that throughout all the uncivilized, backward, or 
disorganized portions of the world vast quantities of arms 
and ammunition have been let loose. These arms make the 
task of government in such places more difficult than it 
should be, and much mcrease its cost in men and money; 
they sometimes even lead to general social chaos, of the kmd 
into which the Chinese Tuchuns, with foreign arms, have sunk 
their nation. 

1 Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission, 1921, A. 81, 1921; 

C 321, 1921, p II 
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Few people to-day dispute the folly of permitting unchecked 
pnvate enterprise m arms- Even before the war so orthodox 
a writer as the editor of the Times Engineering Supplement, 
commenting on “ the present interchange of ideas and traf&c 
in war material between nations ” as “a remarkable product 
of modern commerce and diplomacy,” added that although 
it was “ regarded with complete equanimity, it involves what 
is perhaps the most momentous paradox of the age.”^ 

A few illustrations showing various aspects of the “ paradox ” 
may be given. Before the war, a director of a great armament 
firm (Armstrong, Whitworth and Co.), in repudiatmg a sug- 
gestion that armament firms ever had resort to any of the 
methods set forth above, reassured his shareholders by telhng 
them to look upon the firm as “ equipping the police of the 
world The ultimate appeal,” he said, “ for all order was 
force, and a great armament firm furnished the means for the 
suppression of disorder. That was really how they ought to 
be regarded.”^ At the very moment when that director used- 
these words, his firm were making armaments for Turkey. 
Just twelve months later, the armaments provided by them 
and by another British firm, with which they were in close 
aUiance, were mflictmg upon the chosen flower of the Empire 
the hellish holocaust of Anzac.® One of the directors of the 
firm had been only a few years before, first. Director of Naval 
Intelhgence m the British Admiralty, and later Secretary of 
the supreme military authority of the Empire, the Committee 
of Imperial Defence ^ There is something pecuharly revolting 
to the public conscience in the thought that British capital, 
British brains, British enterprise, and the services of English- 
men who had gained unique knowledge and experience in the 
highest posts of public trust and honour, should have helpgd 
to organize and to equip the war machine which was to slaughter 
tens of thousands of Bntain’s sons. 

The arms trade still goes on, and there have been few stranger 
examples of it than the trade of recent years with Chma. The 

1 Times Engineering Supplement, June 25, 1913. 

I Apnl 18, 1914, quoted by G W Ferns, War Traders, p 101 

® Cf tacts cited by Dr. Hugh Dalton in the House of Commons, 
March ii, 1926 

* Mr. Phihp Snowden in Hansard, March 18, 1914 
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powers all protest that the Chinese civil war is not only disas- 
trous to the Chinese people, but tha| it imperils most important 
foreign interests and even threatens to cause a great Asiatic 
war. Yet they have allowed th& armament firms to pour 
into China ever since 1918 an unceasing stream of arms and 
ammunition which have been paid for by the compulsory 
growth and sale of opium — ^that is to say, at the price of the 
political and social debauchery of the Chinese And the half- 
hearted efforts made in 1919, and again at Washington in 
1921, .^^0 snuff the traffic out, only served to show that the 
Governments knew what was going on and that with that 
knowledge they did nothing to briug it to an end ^ 

And every year on aU the distant frontiers of the Empire 
British officers and men are “ sniped ” by nfles produced for 
private profit by Western armament firms. 

Proposals of the Temporary Mixed Commission 

— To meet the evils involved in these two problems of private 
manufacture and the trade in arms, the Temporary Mixed 
Commission made practical and elaborate proposals. 

Their proposals on the arms traffic were ultimately embodied 
in an international convention agreed to at a League of Nations 
Conference held in Geneva m 1925. This Convention had a 
double purpose: first, publicity, by a system of Governmental 
licence for aU international transactions in arms of every kind; 
’Second, the effective prohibition of the import of arms into 
certain backward portions of the world where it was beheved 
that they would create social or political disturbance ^ 

For private manufacture a separate scheme was prepared 
by the British Government representative. Sir Hubert LleweUyn 
Smith, of the Board of Trade. His draft agreement laid 
down important rules. It provided that no company or private 
firm should engage in the production or sale of armament 

1 On April 8, igig, the American Minister at Peking proposed that 
the powers should impose an embargo on the export of arms to China. 
This was formally agreed to, but never enforced Similar proposals 
were put forward at the Washington Conference on January 31, 1922. 
and again abandoned without any senous effort to carry them through. 
Compare Buell, The Washington Conference, pp 270-1 
* The text of the Convention is given in L.N DocumentA.16, i925,ix. 
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without a Government licence ; that no such licence should be 
granted if the appljnng co^ipany or anyone among its respon- 
sible management or ownejrs Jiad any controlling interest m 
any organ of the public press, that a licensed company should 
be obliged to inform the Government of all the foreign orders 
it accepts, that it should never, without Government consent, 
come under the control of any foreign mterest; that it should 
issue no “bearer” shares which carry voting power; that 
every licencee should furnish to the Government every year 
a sworn declaration that he had fulfilled aU the necessajy con- 
ditions of the licence, false declarations to be punishable by 
the severest penalties^ This proposal was adopted by the 
Temporary Mixed Commission, but no steps have yet been 
taken to summon a Conference on the subject. 

This fact, however, need not be much regretted For the 
questions both of private manufacture and of the traffic in 
arms are wholly altered when they are made part, as it was 
intended by the authors of the Covenant that they should be 
part, of a general scheme for reduction and hmitation of 
national armaments When they are treated as separate 
isolated problems, when the purpose aimed at is the prevention 
of some special form of political corruption, the checking of 
unnecessary scares, the avoidance of artificial armament com- 
petition, the measures needed may differ widely from what is 
needed when they are dealt with as one part of a larger whole. 

For this reason there is no need to discuss in detail the 
proposals of the Temporary Mixed Commission. We may pass 
on at once to what is needed in the general disarmament 
treaty — ^that is to say, a supplementary agreement for such 
measures of control upon the manufacture of and trade in 
aims as will secure the faithful observance of the armament 
limits that have been accepted 

The Provisions needed in a General Treaty 

It is obvious that once armament hrmtations are agreed to, 
the whole problem will become very different from that of 
attempting to control the operations of private companies 
when their sales and markets are unrestricted in any way. 

1 For text of this proposal vide L N Document A 31, C. 631, 1922, p 23. 
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In view of this fundamental change, what measures are 
required ? The following suggestions are based on the dis- 
cussions of the Temporary Mixed Commission and of the 
Arms Traffic Conference of 1925, but are adapted to meet the 
new situation which will be created by a disarmament treaty. 

It will be observed that no attempt is made to distinguish 
between measures required for private manufacture and 
measures required for the traffic, on the contrary, the two are 
dealt with together. This is plainly right. At the end of its 
s^dgrpf the two problems even the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission, though it tried to deal with them separately, came to 
the firm conclusion that “ the subject of private manufacture 
could not be divorced from the subject of traffic in arms."^ 
It wiU be obvious in what follows that the measures required 
for controlling manufacture and those required for controlling 
the traffic must of necessity overlap. 

(1.) As proposed by Sir Hubert Llewelljm Smith, no private 
company or other firm should be allowed to manufacture arms 
of any kind, either for sale at home or for export abroad, 
without a hcence from the central Govern m ent or Governments 
in whose territory or terntories its factories may be. 

(ii.) The granting of such a licence should be made con- 
ditional upon fulfilment of the conditions proposed by Sir 
Hubert Llewelljm Smith (vide pp. 305-6 above). Faithful 
observance of these conditions should be attested every year 
by sworn declaration which should be subject to verification 
by Government or by mtemational authority. 

(in.) The export of arms from one country to another should 
not be permitted by the Government of the country from 
which they are exported without a separate Government licence 
specially granted for each consignment 

(iv.) Such an export licence should only be furnished by the 
Government of the exporting country, in return for an import 
licence from the Government of the country to which the arms 
are destined to be sent. 

(v.) AH these three licences, to manufacture, to export, and 
to import, should be communicated immediately to the Secre- 
tary-General of the League, and should be published by him 

1 L N Document A. 31, C. 631, C.T.A. 173, p. 24, 1924 
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in the official journal or some other organ of the League before 
the actual transfer of arn|s from one country to another is 
permitted to take place. 

These last three provisions would be merely adaptations of 
principles already accepted in the Arms Traffic Convention of 
1925 The same principles were also apphed m a different 
form in Article x6 of the Washmgton Convention ^ 

(vi.) All licensed manufacturers, companies, or firms should 
be required to publish full accounts of their armament biisaness, 
and to submit such accounts to public audit. 

This measure was tentatively proposed by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission in its Report of 1921 ^ 

(vii.) If it were proved by the public audit or by an inter- 
national enquiry that the accounts of any licensed firm were 
not in order, the Government which had granted its licence 
to manufacture should be required to cancel it 

(viii.) All the signatory Governments should undertake not 
to allow upon their territory the production of any weapon 
or means of war which is forbidden by the disarmament 
treaty; and to oblige both their Government arsenals and 
private manufacturing firms within their jurisdiction to observe 
whatever limits of maximum size or cahbre are laid down by 
the* treaty for warships, artillery, or other implements of war. 

This undertaking would, of course, be no more than a general 
adoption of the provisions of Article 15 of the Washington 
Naval Convention^ 

(ix ) The signatory Governments should give an undertaking, 
similar to that of Article 18 of the Washington Convention, 
that they will sell no war material of any kind from the stocks 
of their national defence forces, nor so dispose of any such 
material that it may become the property of another state. 
In other words, they should agree never to allow arms or 
ammunition which they have prepared under the disarmament 
treaty for the use of their own troops to pass to other countries. 
There are several reasons why the general adoption of this 

1 Q V , Appendix IV, p 344, tnfra 
* L N Document A 81, 1921, C. 321, 1921, p 12 
3 Q V , Appendix IV, p 343 
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Washington provision is required. First, if a sudden large sale 
of Government stocks of arms were made by one country to 
another, it might completely upset the balance of the agreed 
disarmament ratio, and perhaps ^en render possible disloyal 
aggression by the purchasing state. Second, sales of second- 
hand material, being made, as almost certainly they would be, 
at prices well below the current market cost, might destroy 
the basis of the limitation of armament by budgetary appro- 
priation, if that plan were to be adopted. Third, such sales 
migl^lead to undesirable relationships between Governments 
which it would be better to avoid 

The arguments for this Washington type of self-denying 
ordinance are perhaps stronger, as certainly they are more 
obvious, in respect of warships than in respect of other kmds 
of arms. But the three reasons just indicated lead to the 
conclusion that they really apply with almost equal force to 
armament of every kind 

(x ) Next, there is the question whether the principle of 
Article 17 of the Washington Convention should be generally 
apphed, whether, that is to say, it should be laid down that no 
signatory power which is engaged m war shall use armaments 
prepared upon its territory for a foreign state. 

At first sight it seems obviously desirable to secure its general 
application at least in respect of warships, and perhaps also in 
respect of armament of all kinds But it must be remembered 
that if a general system of security is adopted which outlaws 
resort to war, except on behalf of the League of Nations and 
in joint defence against aggression, such an undertaking, if it 
did not lose its meaning altogether, would at least be much less 
obviously necessary than it was m the situation with which the 
authors of the Washington Convention had to deal. 

(xi.) Fmally, it must be asked whether the above provisions 
could be applied even if some arms-producing countries were to 
stand outside the disarmament treaty altogether, and were thus 
to keep their hands free of all restrictions upon their nght to 
manufacture and trade in arms This was, in fact, a capital 
difficulty m the preparation of the Arms Traffic Convention.^ 
Of course, the case is unlikely to arise if a general dis- 
^ Owing to the attitude of the USA. 
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armament treaty is made, but even if it did, even if some one 
or two producing countri^ did stand aside, the resulting 
difficulty about trade and manufacture could still be overcome. 
The Temporary Mixed Confinission once actually discussed a 
plan for the purpose, to wit, a mutual agreement among the 
signatory parties that they would boycott all arms manufactured 
m, or sold by, a non-signatory country, forbiddmg not only their 
purchase, but even their transport across their respective terri- 
tories. Governments which are seriously resolved to disarm 
wiU not hesitate to agree upon such a measure of reprisal as 
this agamst a country which dehberately decides to stand aside. 
And if they did agree, it can hardly be doubted that, with the 
full publicity above proposed, their joint action would success- 
fully protect them agamst the unfair competition of non-co- 
operating states. 

The Limitation of Potential Armament Production 

Another question concerning the manufacture of armaments 
remains to be discussed that of the limitation of the potential 
capacity of states to produce armament of different kinds after 
war has broken out. This is a matter to which the French 
Delegation to the Council Committee in December, 1925, at- 
tached a great importance, as is shown by the records of the 
debates. They urged that it was useless to hmit armament m 
time of peace, if Governments were left free to maintain a great 
industrial machine for armament production, with which 
they could .forthwith increase their strength whenever they 
might treacherously decide to go to war. They therefore 
demanded that measures should be taken to limit the capacity 
of states for armament production in time of war. 

Can this be done ’ The answer depends on two further 
questions • First, is it desirable to limit and control mdustrial 
organizations, whether Government or private, which are 
capable of being converted to the production of arms and 
ammunition ? Second, if it is desirable, is it practicable 
to do so ? 

As to the first of these questions, the answer, if it is considered 
from the point of view of disarmament alone, would no doubt 
be Yes." The best is always best. 
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As to the second, the answer is less clear. The desired limita- 
tion could only be made by restrictmg the numbers of machines 
of certain t37pes existing within the jurisdiction of different 
states. It would obviously be dff&cult to do an5d:hing of the 
sort, but before considermg how the difficulties could be over- 
come, it may be well to narrow down the issue by determming 
what kinds of armament machmery it is necessary to discuss. 

To begm with, plant for poison-gas production may be 
excluded Nothing further could be done beyond the proposals 
diseased in Chapter XIV above. 

Second, it is not practicable to limit the machinery used for 
making aircraft There is no specialized machmery for military 
aircraft which is not equally required for commercial aircraft, 
and most of it, indeed, is required for commercial motor-cars 
as well. Nothing, therefore, can be done. 

Third, there is no purpose m endeavouring to limit the 
machmery required for making warships. Warships take so 
long to budd that production by an aggressor after war had 
been declared can safely be neglected. 

There remain tanks, artillery, shells, machine-guns, and 
rifles, the machmery for makmg which it is desirable and 
which it may be possible to limit. They may be taken m turn. 

I Tanks . — ^The machinery required for the manufacture 
of a tank is, in part at least, specialized, and can be used for 
the production of no ordinary commercial article. The pos- 
session of more than a fixed amount of ‘such specialized 
machinery might, therefore, be forbidden by international 
treaty, and the prohibition could, in all probability, be made 
effective. 

2. Artillery. — Similarly, most of the machinery for the 
production of guns of aU calibres is special, and serves no peace- 
ful puipose. Again, therefore, it might be limited in amount, 
and observance of the limitation might be effectively controlled. 

3. Shells .- — ^The machinery required for making shells is 
almost entirely machinery used for peaceful products of com- 
mercial engineering. Thus the casting, turning, and filling of 
shells can all be carried out without special adaptation of 
factory plant. While, therefore, it may be possible by super- 
vision to control the amount of a nation’s shell production in 
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time of peace, it wopld not be possible to limit its capacity 
for sucb production after war had broken out, without limiting 
its capacity for- ordinary commercial engineering — which 
obviously cannot be done. ‘ 

4. Machne-Guns and Rifles — The machinery required for 
making the barrels of machine-guns and rifles is specialized, 
both the machines which turn out the barrels and the gauges 
required for testing them are expensive, and serve no peaceful 
purpose This machinery, therefore, could also be effectively 
limited in amount. 

Thus the potential capacity of nations to produce tanks, 
artillery, machine-guns, and rifles during war could theoretically 
be limited by a disarmament treaty. 

But another difficulty now arises. If armament machinery 
is to be limited in amount, how much should be allowed to 
any given state ? Experts, no doubt, could decide roughly 
how much was needed to produce the annual quota of weapons 
which, under the disarmament treaty, any state may be 
allowed.^ But that would not give the answer that is required , 
for the ratio in machinery could not vary directly with the 
general ratio of strength allowed to different states Most 
countries do not produce themselves the armaments they use, 
nor is it desirable that they should do so. To oblige them to 
would merely be to broadcast throughout the world the 
specialized knowledge and technical organization which is 
needed for armament production — an obvious folly But if 
this be so, then there must remain some measure of legitimate 
international trade in arms, even after the disarmament treaty 
has been made ; and it cannot be known beforehand between 
what countries this traffic will take place, from what producer 
state purchasing Governments will desire to buy. Since this is 
so, it will plainly be difficult to find any rational basis for the 
ratio of the amount of armament machinery to be allowed 
to different producing states 

To meet this difficulty, at least in part, either of two things 
might be done. 

First, an agreement might be made, by separate negotiation 
among the producing states, laymg down the maximum amounts 
1 This in fact was done for ex-enemy states by Allied experts 
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of armament machinery, whether m Government arsenals or 
private factories, which each of them would allow upon its 
territory Either a fixed maximum of machinery might be 
adopted, equal in amount for all* producing powers, or each 
of them might be allowed an amount proportionate to the 
output of its “ heavy ” engineering industry This second 
plan, which would establish a special ratio among industrial 
states in their capacity for arms production, would have the 
advantage of corresponding roughly to the status quo, and might, 
on account, seem reasonable to the Governments concerned. 

Second, it might be agreed that instead of putting any 
artificial limit on armament machinery, the Governments 
should merely undertake not to subsidize, in time of peace, 
the maintenance of such machinery by private firms Thus 
Government arsenals would he limited by the armament 
appropriation permitted m the annual budget,^ and the pro- 
ducing power of private firms would not exceed that of the 
machinery which their owners, within the general limits of 
permitted armament, could put to profitable commercial use 
This would be safe in practice, for without a subsidy no firm 
could possibly afford to tie up its capital without return, as 
it would do if it kept in idleness the expensive machinery 
required for making tanks and guns. 

It is evident that these suggestions would all be complicated 
to work in practice, that their observance would be, m some 
ways, difficult to control, and that they might involve some 
interference with private enterpnse It is doubtful, therefore, 
whether there is any of them which the Governments will in 
fact be ready to accept. 

Nor, happily, will it be of great importance if the Govern- 
ments reject aU action in the matter. There would be obvious 
advantage in forbidding subsidies to private firms, and that 
plan, perhaps, it would be worth while to press But for the 
rest, the hmitation of potential capacity to produce armament 
in time of war is m truth a question of secondary importance. 

^ Arrangements supplementary to those described m chap ix 
above would, of course, have to be made if the cost of arsenals were 
included in the armament appropriation This could, no doubt, be 
done 
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It is so for a simple reason, to wit, that for the production 
of tanks and guns, and so on, a long penod is required, and 
therefore Period A is of much greater duration than in respect 
of other factors of militaiy strength. Supplies of poison-gas 
and aircraft can be qmckly multiplied; artillery and tanks 
cannot, even if the machinery for their production is in 
existence. For guns, the time before they could be brought 
into action in any numbers could hardly be less than six to mne 
months, however ef&cient were the preparatory arrangements 
that were made. For tanks, the period would be a^^ng. 
Even for shells, to the production of which the peace-time 
machinery of engineering shops could be applied, the time 
required before they were dehvered in the field would prob- 
ably be at least about six months At the time when the 
production of munitions in Great Britain was most efficient — 
in 1917 and 1918 — ^nine months on the average elapsed before 
shells ordered by the War Office were ready for use in France. 
It IS forgotten sometimes how long the processes of shell 
production — casting, machining, filling, testing, inserting fuses, 
general assembly, transport here and there — ^must inevitably 
take. The period could in special cases have been reduced, 
but only by delaying the delivery of other kinds of armament 
and supply. It is, in fact, a complete illusion to think that 
an engineenng industry can be magically transformed into 
an immense mumtion plant, producing in a few days or weeks 
finished products ready for the field. This cannot happen even 
if the necessary specialized machinery exists; if it, too, has 
first to be produced, the inevitable delay becomes, of course, 
longer, but in any case it is a lengthy period of time.^ 

The above argument leads to the following conclusions: 

Fust, there will be real value in liimting by the disarmament 
treaty not only weapons, but also ammumtion, as proposed 

1 Cf. the following statement by Major Lefebure' "I admit that, 
for many types of heavy armament, an effectively long period would 
be retjuired for expansion to much larger establishment, if the means of 
production were actually senously reduced, m the first place I have 
been analyzmg evidence of such expansion in the recent war, and the 
figures are very surprising For some types of armament, the figures 
afford a very poor case for the so-called normal convertible industries.” 
{Problems of Peace and War, The Grotius Society, vol. vii, p, 158.) 
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in Chapter IX above, since additional supplies of ammunition 
will take so long to produce that an aggressor even with great 
industrial resources would take grave risks. , 

Second, if potential capacity fhr war production can be 
effectively restricted by any of the plans above proposed, it 
will reduce the supplies of tanks, artillery, rifles, and machine- 
guns available even to the most advanced industrial states 
for a prolonged period of time This, however, will be of 
increasingly less importance if the present development of gas 
and^ircraft goes on. 

Thir'S, even if no such restriction can be made, even if states 
must be left free to keep aU the armament machinery they 
want, the result will not be fatal to a disarmament scheme. 
For if existing stocks of shells cannot be increased m less than 
six or nine months, and if the time for guns and tanks is longer 
still, there will be a protracted penod during which joint action 
can be taken by states co-operating in support of the Covenant 
against an aggressor state, before that aggressor can exploit 
the advantage of its industrial resources upon the field of 
battle. 

Fourth, the questions involved are so intricate, and raise 
such complicated problems of the organization and control of 
private and Government industry, that the whole matter 
should be referred for full investigation to the expert Economic 
Sub-Commission, which will assist the Preparatory Disarma- 
ment Committee of the League. 



CHAPTER XVII 

RIGHTS OF INVESTIGATION AND MUTUAL CONTROL 

It has always been assumed in League discussions on dis- 
armament that no scheme could inspire the general confidence 
that IS required unless it provided specific guarantees that its 
undertakings would be faithfully observed. It has beeEra,lso 
agreed that such guarantees must take the form of a mutual 
right of investigation and control. 

It is true that there is no precise stipulation of the Covenant 
which provides for mutual control The obligations of Article 8 
are confined to a simple duty " to interchange full and frank 
information as to the scale of their armaments, their mihtary 
and air programmes, and the condition of such of their in- 
dustries as are adaptable to warlike purposes.” But those 
who have responsibly discussed disarmament at Geneva have 
always urged that Governments cannot be expected to sacnfice 
their liberty of action, and to reduce their military preparations 
for national defence, unless they have some material assurance 
that their good faith wiU not be betrayed by the failure of 
other disloyal signatory states to observe the limits of arma- 
ment they accept; and they have further urged that such a 
material assurance can only be found in some system of im- 
partial investigation and control. For this reason the authors 
'of the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance inserted as their 
* Article 12 the following stipulation: 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to furnish 
to the mihtary or other delegates of the League such 
information with regard to their armaments as the Council 
may request 

The authors of the Geneva^ Protocol— and they were the 
responsible Ministers of State of the most important powers 

1 Export of ih& Thtrd Committae to the Fourth Assembly ^ League of 
Nations document A ,111 , 1923, iv, p 9, 

3x6 
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in Europe — in their turn adopted the following provisions in 
their Articles 7 and 8 : 

“If one of the signator}^ states is' of opinion that 
another state is making preparations for war, it shall 
have the nght to bring the matter to the notice of the 
Council 

“ Should the Council be of opinion that the complaint 
requires investigation, it shall, if it deems it expedient, 
arrange for enquiries and investigations in one or more of 
■^the countries concerned Such enquines and investiga- 
tions shall be earned out with the utmost possible despatch, 
and the signatory states undertake to afford every facility 
for carrying them out.*’^ 

These provisions of the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance 
and the Protocol had their roots in practical necessity. In 
any concrete discussion of disarmament, as the previous 
chapters of this book may have served to show, the question 
continually arises' How can the signatory states be sure that 
the hmitations accepted will in practice be observed ? Thus, 
not only the history of previous debates, but also what lawyers 
caU “ the reason of the thing,” make it seem most probable 
that no scheme of disarmament will succeed which is without 
provision for some form or other of mutual control. It is, 
therefore, the plain duty of the Preparatory Committee to 
discuss the matter and to make proposals, for without such 
proposals their general plan can be neither technically nor 
pohtically complete. 

"What proposals should they put forward ? The answer will 
be a matter of differing opinion, but before it is discussed sonie 
preliminary principles may be suggested, about which there 
will be no dispute. 

First, the system to be established, like those proposed in 
the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the Protocol, must 
provide for mutual control through the organs of the League. 
A power of investigation conferred on individual states would 
be open to obvious and grave objection, and would lead to the 

1 Geneva Protocol, Article 8, para. 2 

2 Ibid , Article 7, para. 2 
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sort of friction caused by the Allied Commission in Germany and 
elsewhere Such an experience as that of these Commissions 
bears a warning for the future Therefore, the right of inves- 
tigation should be entrusted to the Council of the League, to 
whom a signatory Government must first address any com- 
plaints which it may have to make The Council would thus 
be made responsible to all the signatones for carrying out 
the investigations that may be required. 

‘ ' Second, if a system of control is to be set up at all, it must 
be efficacious This is essential in the interests of the sj^tes 
which, in rehance upon the protection it affords, will reduce 
their armaments, and it is no less essential m the interests of 
the League. A system which did not give real guarantees of 
faithful observance, a system under which a Government 
might, without detection, be guilty of large-scale violation of 
its disarmament obligations, would be no better than a trap 
for loyal states, and might involve the League itself, were 
its responsibility engaged, in grave disaster. 

Third, the arrangements made must consist of two main 
parts On the one hand, the right must be conferred on every 
signatory state to demand, if it desires to do so, investigation 
through the organs of the League into the armaments of any 
other signatory state; and the right must be conferred upon 
the Council of the League to organize and despatch Commissions 
of Enquiry whenever it may think that a case for such action has 
been made. On the other hand, duties must be imposed upon 
all the signatory states to receive such Commissions of Enquiry 
Within their respective jurisdictions whenever the Council 
may judge it wise to send them, and to give to these Com- 
missions all facilities of every kind for the fulfilment of their 
task. 

} Fourth, there should be set up some workable and standing 
(machinery for the actual conduct of investigations if they 
should be needed No doubt the work might be done in many 
cases by an ai hoc Commission created for each separate 
enquiry as it arose, but experience in the League has shown 
that there may be immense practical advantage in u§ing 
regular and established machinery at international crises. 

Fifth, if the above principles are accepted, investigation 
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alone will not end the responsibility of the Council towards the 
signatory powers For it may decide, as the result of its in- 
vestigations, that there has been, as alleged by the complaining 
state, excessive military preparation in violation of the dis- 
armament undertakings If so, it must obviously be em- 
powered to do something to end an irregular and perhaps a 
dangerous situation It would seem that for this purpose it 
should have rights similar, at least in principle, to those which 
would have been conferred upon it by Article 7 of the 
Geneva Protocol These rights, indeed, appear to be the mini- 
mum 01 what the Council would require if it were called upon 
to deal with a definite violation of the disarmament treaty.^ 

Such being the main principles upon which a system of 
mutual control should be founded, what mechanism should 
the Preparatory Committee propose for the actual conduct of 
investigations that may be required ^ 

It has been widely assumed in past discussion of the matter 
that, when the moment came for general disarmament, the 
Members of the League would voluntarily accept for themselves 
the system of control prepared by the Council in 1924 for the 
supervision and control of Germany, Austna, Hungary, and 
Bulgaria.^ For this reason it may be worth while to give 
a summarized account of this system. Its provisions are 
embodied in a Report drawn up by a mixed commission of 
jurists and representatives of the Permanent (Military) 
Advisory Commission, who worked on the basis of a scheme 
originally drawn up by the Permanent Advisory Commission 

1 Para, 4, Article 7, Geneva Protocol : “If the result of such enquiries 
and investigations is to estabhsh an infraction of the provisions of the 
fifst paragraph of the present article “ {%.e , an undertaking not to 
exceed the level of armaments accepted) it shall be the duty of the 
Council to summon the state or states guilty of the infraction to pnt 
an end thereto Should the state or states in question fail to comply 
with such summons, the Council shall declare them to be guilty of 
a violation of the Covenant or of the present Protocol, and shall decide 
npon the measures to be taken with a view to end as soon as possible 
a situation of a nature to threaten the peace of the world '' 

^ In pursuance of duties imposed on it by Article 213 of the Treaty 
of Versailles, Article 159 of the Treaty of St Germain, Article 143 of 
the Treaty of Trianon, and Article 104 of tlie Treaty of NeuiUy 
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as a -whole This Report was adopted by the Council on 
March 14, 1923.^ 

The scheme contains, of course, two main parts First, it 
confers the following rights upon Commissions of Enquiry 
appointed by the Council of the League : 

(1 ) Such a Commission may be sent at any time by the 
Council of the League into any of the four countries subject 
to control on the demand of any state Member of the 
League Only one of its members may be a national of 
a state which is a neighbour to the country whefc'the 
enquiry is to take place 

(li.) Its members may take all such steps as they may 
deem necessary or expedient to satisfy themselves that 
m respect of— 

Recruitment, 

Organization, 

Numerical strength. 

Armament of the Army, 

Armament of the Navy, 

Armament of the Police Force or other similar organi- 
zations. 

Preparations for mobilizing military or naval 
personnel. 

Military training carried on by private institutions 
or associations. 

National legislation concerning armament of the 
* country where investigation is in progress, 

the provisions of the relevant Peace Treaty have been 
observed 

(ui.) A Commission may appoint sub-commissions or 
groups who may spend as long as they think necessary in 
inspecting any factory, depdt, or other place, or in carrying 
out any operations which in their opinion are required. 

(iv ) For such purposes they must have absolute freedom 
of movement, and may enter and search any building, 
public or private. 

1 League of Nations Document C, 158, 1925, ix , C P.C. 165, 
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(v.) A Commission shall be entitled to examine any 
books or documents relating to the transport of goods by 
whatever method. 

(vi.) Local investigations shall be carried out by the 
groups of at least .three members of the Commission of 
different nationalities. 

Second, the scheme imposes the following duties upon the 
Government of the country subject to investigation: 

^ (i.) On receipt of a notification from the Council that an 
investigation will be made, the Government must take all 
measures to ensure that the Comnoission of Investigation 
can accomplish its imssion in complete freedom and without 
resistance, whether active or passive, from any authority 
or from the local population. 

(ii.) It must designate a ministerial department with 
which the Council and the Commission can correspond 
and make practical arrangements for their work. 

(iii.) This Ministry must supply to the Commission all 
the information or documents which it may request. 

(iv.) All other Ministries must place at the disposal of 
the Commission all their archives and correspondence 
bearing on the subject-matter of the investigation, and 
in particular must furnish detailed lists showing the exact 
location and quantities of arms, munitions, and war 
material, as well as returns relative to the effective strength 
of units. 

(v.) Qualified liaison officers are to be attached to the 
Commission of Investigation, and to its sub-committees 
during the whole duration of their mission. These officers 
must be furnished with formal written orders to comply 
with any request made in the course of its mission by the 
Commission of Investigation. 

(vi.) They must also hold a written authority giving 
them full powers in relation to any mihtary, naval, or civil 
authority, or any individual, to enforce the rights of the 
Commission of Investigation. 

(vii.) Instructions shall be issued by the Government 

to all provincial and local authorities, military, naval, or 

21 
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civil, and to the private owners and managers of factories, 
enjoining them to comply at once with any request of the 
Commission ‘and requiring pohce authorities to supply 
whatever assistance Sr ;^otection may be needed 

(viii ) Copies of the orders and instructions mentioned 
in (v ), (vi ), and (vii ) must be sent to the Council of the 
League, together with a certificate to the effect that they 
are fully effective in the national law of the country con- 
cerned. 

If this scheme is considered in relation to the discussion in 
previous chapters of the practical problems of control, it will 
be seen that as far as any paper scheme can do so, it adequately 
provides what is required 

But it will no doubt be thought by many that such a scheme 
will never, in fact, be generally accepted, because it would 
involve a sacnfice of military liberty to which no Government 
m present-day conditions can be expected to agree. It may be 
useful, therefore, without the formulation of any dogmatic 
conclusions, to state quite simply the arguments in favour of 
its general acceptance. 

First, then, armament control is a matter in which differential 
treatment for the ex-enemy states would be particularly difficult 
to defend. Once the other Members of the League have 
accepted limitations on their national armaments, on what 
grounds can they reasonably refuse for themselves measures 
which, after prolonged consideration, the Council of the League 
has itself decreed to be necessary in respect of Germany and 
her late AUies ? German opinion wiU probably regard their 
attitude on this point as the acid test of the sincerity of the 
other Governments in their professed intention to disarm. And, 
of course, unless the scheme were generally accepted it would 
be hard to maintain that Germany was being treated on “ a 
footing of full equality ” m the League 

Second, the general adoption of the scheme would go far 
towards inspiring real confidence in the signatory states that 
control over armament limitations would be effective It 
is true that against some sorts of secret preparation — e.g., 
gas and aircraft — even this scheme of investigation might 
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possibly fail But it must be remembered that it ■would 
supplement, and not replace, the secret ser'vices which most 
countries now maintain. The general stafis* to-day are rarely 
in error about the preparations -^'hich their neighbours make. 
With their assistance ,a League Commission of Investigation 
could rarely fail to find out the truth. For these reasons it 
may be hoped that the general adoption of the Council’s 
system would inspire the confidence that is required. 

Third, to invert the argument, any plan that falls far short 
s4r±his in the stnngency of its provisions will in all prob- 
ability not inspire the confidence that is required. It must be 
remembered that the Permanent Advisory Commission, in 
their first Report upon the question, virtually asserted that 
in their inew this scheme was the minimum which would 
permit really effective investigation in Germany and the other 
states concerned. “ The extent of the general discussion, 
which continued for some ten meetings, is,” they said, “ a 
testimony to the efforts made to arrive at proposals which 
should be reasonable and at the same time ccdculated to render 
the enquines really efficacious, failing which the Commission 
thinks that the Council's exercise of its rights would be illusory 
and even dangerous.”^ 

Last, it may be asked if it is really necessary in the age 
m which we live to take account of the sacrifice of military 
liberty involved. It is not as if this scheme meant perma- 
nently resident foreign Commissions of Conttol; it means no 
"more than an exceptional enquiry when prima facie evidence 
of dishonourable conduct has been shown. A country which 
observed its obhgations could have nothing to fear, and would 
never have to submit to investigation. And are there not 
new overriding interests, which, for all Governments, now that 
a great new international policy is by their common consent to 
be adopted, should come before the old shibboleths of freedom 
and secrecy in military preparation — shibboleths which so far, 
be it noted, have failed to bring us security from war ? Nor 
can it be said that the generality of Governments will be 
unlikely to agree France, the military leader of the world. 


1 League of Nations Document C. 503 (a), 1924, IX, p. 2. 
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whose general staff has always exercised great influence on her 
national policy, is not only ready now to accept investigation 
by the League into French armaments, but has pressed for 
a general system of League%control ever since the Covenant 
was first discussed. Germany is already bound by the system 
above described; without a doubt the smaller states wiU follow 
the lead which the Great Powers give them. There can, in fact, 
be little question that if Great Britain were ready to consent, 
the general adoption of the scheme would be rapidly secured. 

As to whether or not Great Britain ought to consent, n^o cp»" 
elusion need be suggested. No doubt other alternative plans 
for mutual control could be devised. But the Council scheme 
for the ex-enemy countries is a useful and a thorough piece of 
work, and its general adoption would be the simplest way of 
avoiding difficulties that must otherwise inevitably anse. 



CHAPTElf^ XVIII 
CONCLUSIONS 

There are other parts of a disarmament treaty, not discussed 
in the preceding pages, which may give nse to technical diffi- 
.^Ulties of various kinds, and concerning which, therefore, it 
may Se thought that proposals should have been put forward. 
The arrangements for the actual execution of reduction clauses; 
the conditions in which it shall be held that disarmament 
according to the treaty has or has not been carried out; the 
number of ratifications required to bring the treaty into force, 
and the question of what states must be among the ratifying 
powers ; the revision of the original scales of armament adopted, 
and the mechanism for the consultation and agreement that will 
be needed; the problem of the increase of armament during 
an international dispute, and of the suspension of the dis- 
armament clauses if war should for any reason actually break 
out — ^these are matters which collectively make up a not in- 
considerable part of the technical difficulty of disarmament, 
upon which the general treaty must lay down clear rules, and 
for which, therefore, the Preparatory Committee and the 
Council, if their plans are to be complete, must make proposals. 

But they are matters which, after aU, are of secondary 
importance, and there can be little doubt that wh'en the major 
problems have been successfully solved, whatever supple- 
mentary arrangements are necessary to brmg the agreed scheme 
.into force will be quite simply made. There is no purpose 
in complicating present issues by considering all the conse- 
quential questions which will arise when the main plan of 
action has been once agreed. " First things first.” 

That, indeed, might well be the motto which the Preparatory 
Committee should adopt. There wifi be much importance in 
the way in which they set about their work. If they try 
to make at their first meeting a rigid scheme, with all the 
scales and ratios included, they will almost surely fail. 
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Those who expect any such result from their first meeting do 
not know disarmament for the infimtely intricate affair it is. 
But if they start "cautiously, conscientiously, it might also be 
said scientifically, with the ^?tudy of the factors of military 
strength which they desire to limit ; if having settled on the 
factors, they next agree upon the methods by which each 
separate factor can be controlled; if, with that agreement, they 
draft a model skeleton treaty with “ x,” “ y,” “ z,” instead of 
figures; if after that — ^and only after that — ^they start dis- 
cussion of the ratio, of the strength which different countiv>*^ 
ought to be allowed; then by this gradual process of construc- 
tion a disarmament treaty will slowly but certainly emerge. 

It is a process which may strain the patience of the Pre- 
paratory Committee, and perhaps still more the patience of 
those who observe its labours from outside. Great patience 
will undoubtedly be needed. 

But patience is justified, perhaps even compromise may be 
justified, by the hopes for which the present labours of the 
League give ground. It is these hopes, indeed, which make it 
right to explore every avenue and every plan by which a definite 
result, even a disappointing definite result, may be secured. 
In justice, in logic, in common sense, there is, once a policy of 
disarmament has been decided, only one plan which deserves 
consideration — ^the general adoption of the system imposed 
upon the ex-enemy states by the Treaties of Peace. But it is 
almost certain, however much the reasons may be deplored, 
that that is outside the realm of practical politics at the present 
time. Need' we therefore despair ? Are the difficulties which 
inevitably result too serious to be overcome ? It has been the 
purpose of this book to show that they are not. And if they are 
once overcome, whether in the ways proposed above or by other, 
simpler or more intricate devices, if a scheme is once agreed, if 
a comprehensive limitation of all kinds of armament is once set 
up, then further progress will be virtually assured. The first 
relief may not be very great , the prevention of great expansion 
in air forces, the curtailment of new construction in the fleet, 
these perhaps may be the first modest benefits we feel. But 
even if this were so, we could be confident that when the first 
revision period came we should be able to demand a great all- 
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round percentage cut in the scales of armament first adopted, 
and to do so with the knowledge that the claim could hardly be 
opposed For then there would be no problem of what factors 
should be limited, no dispute of method, no ratio to be made; 
all the Governments would kno'# that by a simple automatic 
tested system of reduction they would be able, not only at no 
risk, but, on the contrary, with obvious advantage to their 
national safety, to cut down the burden of unproductive taxa- 
tion which their peoples bear. That hope it is which justifies 
^jjatience, compromise, and unremitting effort, and which will 
make* the adoption of any definite comprehensive scheme, 
however small its first reductions, a great and a decisive victory 
for the League. 

But if that be the starting point, what is the goal ? When 
will disarmament be complete ? When will victory be abso- 
lutely assured ? Perhaps we may borrow our standards from 
the director of a great armament firm whose words were quoted 
above Armaments, he said, were for the purpose of “ equip- 
ping the police of the world . . The ultimate appeal for aH 
order is force, and a great armament firm furnishes the means 
for the suppression of disorder The same conception 
appears in the Treaty of Versailles. There it is provided 
that the German army “ shall be devoted exclusively to the 
maintenance of order within the territory and to the control 
of the frontiers.”^ When armament is recognized finally and 
universally as the means for the suppression of national and 
international disorder, when armies are devoted to the main- 
tenance of order and the control of frontiers, then the work of 
disarmament will be done. But that means that disarmament 
will not be the labour of a day 

^ Frankly, what chance is there now of success ? Surely a 
great chance, on one condition : that Great Britain should give 
the lead. America stands ready, ardent if doubting ; Germany, 
eager for the equality which only our disarmament can bring; 
France, democratic France, ready to take a risk for reconcilia- 
tion; Russia, using fair words, fairer than could have been 
expected; all the smaller powers enthusiastic for results for 
which they have been waiting long. The influence of the 
^ C/ p. 304, supra, * Article 160, Treaty of Versailles 
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British Empire, in every question of international affairs, is 
almost infinitely great, in this grave matter, if it were vdsely, 
firmly used, who doubts that it would be decisive ? 

How could the lead be given ? The Washington Conference 
has taught us. The British Ixperts should prepare draft plans 
to lay before the League, all their technical knowledge and skill 
and information should be placed at its disposal, and the 
British Government should make a generous offer of large re- 
ductions, especially of naval armaments on the lines proposed 
in Chapter XI above, provided always, of course, that othgf:. 
powers will also co-operate and help. If our Goveftiment 
did this, so great would be the psychological effect, that the 
Preparatory Committee, the Council, and at last the Conference 
itself, could hardly fail. 

And why, once more, does disarmament matter ? Above all 
other reasons, because it is a part, and an essential part, of the 
great complex of changes which at long last will rid the world 
of war. The pacific settlement of international disputes, the 
removal of the causes of international misunderstanding, the 
practice of open dealing among nations, the promotion of all 
forms of inter-govemmental co-operation — to these it is a vital 
complement. In the last analysis, indeed, the struggle against 
the age-long misery of war can only be won in the hearts and 
minds of men. In that struggle victory will coine slowly; 
it will come from constant and unwearying effort; it wiU 
come from steady and persistent progress, first on this part of 
the line and then on that. But when a general treaty of 
disarmament is signed, the central bastion of the enemy 
defences will be captured, and from that moment the forces of 
progress wiU march onward, irresistible and even, it may be, 
unresisted. 
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APPENDIX I 

Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations 

.The Members of tlie League recognize that the maintenance of peace 
requires the reduction of national armaments to the lowest point con- 
sfSvbnt i^th national safety, and the enforcement by common action 
of international obhgations 

T^he Council, taking account of the geographical situation and cir- 
cumstances of each State, shall formulate plans for such reduction for 
the consideration and action of the several Governments 

Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration and revision at least 
every ten years 

After these plans shall have been adopted by the several Governments, 
the hmits of armaments therein fixed shall not be exceeded without 
the concurrence of the Council 

The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by private 
enterprise of munitions and implements of war is open to grave objec- 
tions The Council shall advise how the evil efiects attendant upon 
such manufacture can be prevented, due regard being had to the neces- 
sities of those Members of the League which are not able to manufacture 
the mumtions and implements of war necessary for their safety 

The Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank 
information as to the scale of their armaments, their military, naval, 
and air programmes, and the condition of such of their industries as are 
adaptable to warhke purposes 


331 



ApfeNDIX II 

Questionnaire referred by the Council of the League 
OF Nations to its Preparatory Committee on 
Disarmament 


Question /, 

What is to be understood by the expression " armaments ** 

(a) Definition of the various factors — military, economic, geographical, 
etc. — upon which the power of a country in tune of war depends. 

{b) Definition and special characteristics of the vanous factors which 
constitute the armaments of a country in time of peace; the different 
categones of armaments (mihtary, naval and air), the methods of 
recruiting, training, organizations capable of immediate military 
employment, etc. 

Question II, 

(a) Is it practicable to limit the ultimate war strength of a country, 
or must any measures of disarmament be confined to the peace 
strength ? 

(b) What is to be understood by the expression reduction and 
hmitation of armaments ? 

The various forms which reduction of limitation may take in the 
case of land, sea, and air forces ; the relative advantages or disadvantages 
of each of the different forms or methods : for example, the reduction 
of the larger peace-time units or of their estabhshment and their equip- 
ment, or of any immediately mobilizable forces : the reduction of the 
length of active service, the reduction of the quantity of mihtary equip- 
ment, the reduction of expenditure on national defence, etc. 

Question III* 

By what standards is it possible to measure the armaments of one 
country against the armaments of another — eg, numbers, penod of 
service, equipment expenditure, etc ? 

Question IV* 

Can there be said to be ** ofiensive ” and defensive ” armaments ^ 

Is there any method of ascertaming whether a certain force is orgamzed 
for purely defensive purposes (no matter what use may be made of it 
in time of war), or whether, on the contrary, it is estabhshed for the 
purposes in a spint of aggression ? 
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Question V 

(a) On what principle will it be possible to draw t^p a scale of arma- 
ments permissible to the various countnes, taking into account par- 
ticularly: 

Population; 

Geographical situation; 

Length and nature of maritime commumcations; 

Density and character of the railways; 

Vulnerabihty of the frontiers and of the important vital centres near 
t^frontiers; 

ihe time required, varying with diiferent States, to transform peace 
armaments into war armaments, 

The degree of secunty which, in the event of aggression, a State could 
receive under the provisions of the Covenant or of separate engagements 
contracted towards that State ? 

(&) Can the reduction of armaments be promoted by examining 
possible means for ensuring that the mutual assistance, economic and 
mihtary, contemplated in Article i6 of the Covenant, shall be brought 
quickly into operation as soon as an act of aggression has been 
committed ? 

Question VI. 

(а) Is there any device by which civil and military aircraft can be 
distinguished for purposes of disarmament ? If this is not practicable, 
how can the value of civil aircraft be computed in estimating the air 
strength of any country ? 

(б) Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions arrived at in 
(a) above to parts of aircraft and aircraft engines ? 

(ij) Is it possible to attach mihtary value to commercial fleets in 
esbrnating the naval armaments of a country ? 

Question VII. 

Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is 
regional disarmament possible m return for regional secunty ? Ot is 
any scheme of disarmament impracticable unless it is general ? If 
regional disarmament is practicable, would it promote or lead up to 
general disarmament ? 

♦ >|c 

The Preparatory Committee will begin its work on the basis of the 
above Questionnaire. 
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Military Clauses of the Treaty of Peace with 
Hungary, 1920 

In order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of 
the armaments of all nations, Hungary undertakes strictly to observe 
the nnlitary, naval, and air clauses which follow. 

SECTION I MILITARY CLAUSES 
Chapter I 
GENERAL 
Article 102 

Within three months of the coming into force of the present Treaty, 
the military forces of Hungary shall be demobihzed to the extent 
prescribed hereafter 

Article 103 

Universal compulsory mihtary service shall be abohshed in Hungary. 
The Hungarian Army shall in future only be constituted and recruited 
by means of voluntary enlistment. 

Chapter II 

EFFECTIVES AND CADRES OF THE HUNGARIAN ARMY 

o 

Article 104 

The total ifumber of military forces in the Hunganan Army shall not 
exceed 35,000 men, including officers and depot troops 

Subject to the following hmitations, the formations composing the 
Hungarian Army shall be fixed in accordance with the wishes of 
Hungary 

(1) The effectives of umts must be fixed between the maximum and 
minimum figures shown in Table TV annexed to this Section 

(2) The proportion of officers, including the personnel of staffs and 
special services, shall not exceed one-twentieth of the total effectives 
with the Colours, and that of non-commissioned officers shall not exceed 
one-fifteenth of the total effectives with the Colours. 

{3) The number of machine guns, guns and howitzers shall not exceed 
per thousand men of the total effectives with the Colours those fixed 
in Table V annexed to this Section. 

334 



A'p-pendix III 335 

The Hungarian Army shall be devoted exclusively to the maintenance 
of order within the territory of Hungary, and to the control of her 
frontiers. 

Article 105 

The maximum strength of the staffs and of all formations which 
Hungary may be permitted to raise ^re given in the Tables annexed 
to this Section, these figures need not be exactly followed, but must not 
be exceeded. 

All other organizations for the command of troops or for preparation 
for war are forbidden 

Article 106. 

All m-«asures of mobilization, or appertaimng to mobilization, are 
forbidden 

In no case must formations, admimstrative services or staffs include 
supplementary cadres 

The carrying out of any preparatory measures with a view to re- 
<^uisitiomng ammals or other means of mihtary transport is forbidden. 

Article 107. 

The number of gendarmes, Customs officers, foresters, members of the 
local or municipal police or other like officials may not exceed the number 
of men employed m a similar capacity in 1913 within the boundaries 
of Hungary as fixed by the present Treaty The Pnncipal AUied and 
Associated Powers may, however, increase this number should the 
Co mmi ssion of Control referred to in Article 137, after examination on 
the spot, consider it to be insufficient 

The number of these officials shall not be increased in the future 
except as may be necessary to maintain the same proportion between 
the number of officials and the total population in the locahties or 
mumci pah ties which employ them 

These officials, as well as officials employed in the railway service, 
must not be assembled for the purpose of taking part in any military 
exercises 

Article 108. 

Every formation of troops not included m the Tables annexed to this 
Section IS forbidden Such other formations as may exist in excess of 
the 35,000 effectives authorized shall be suppressed within the period laid 
down by Article 102 


Chapter III 

RECRUITING AND MILITARY TRAINING 
Article 109 

All officers must be regulars (officers de oam^ve) Officers now 
serving who are retained in the Army must undertake the obligation 
to serve m it up to the age of 40 years at least. Officers now serving 
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who do not join the new army will be released from all military obliga- 
tions; they must not take part in any military exercises, whether 
theoretical or practical. 

Officers newly appointed must undertake to serve on the active list 
for 20 consecutive years at least 

The number of officers discharged for any, reason before the expira- 
tion of their term of service must not exceed m any year one-twentieth 
of the total of officers provided for m Article X04. If this proportion 
is unavoidably exceeded, the resulting shortage must not be made good 
by fresh appointments. 

Article no. 

The period of enlistment for non-commissioned officers and privates 
must be for a total period of not less than 12 consecutive years, 'in- 
cluding at least 6 years with the Colours. 

The proportion of men discharged before the expiration of the perioi^ 
of their enhstment for ^reasons of health or as a result of disciphnary > 
measures or for any other reasons must not m any year exceed one- 
twentieth of the total strength fixed by Article 104. If this proportion 
IS unavoidably exceeded, the resulting shortage must not be made good 
by fresh enlistments. 


Chapter IV 

SCHOOLS. EDUCATIONAL ESTABLISHMENTS. MILITARY 
CLUBS AND SOCIETIES 

Article hi. 

The number of students admitted to attend the courses in military 
schools shall be stnctly m proportion to the vacancies to be filled in 
the cadres of officers. The students and the cadres shall be included 
in the effectives fixed by Article 104. 

Consequently all military schools not required for this purpose shall 
be abolished. 

Article 112. 

Educational estabhshments, other than those referred to in Article n i, 
as well as all sportmg and other clubs, must not occupy themselves 
with any military matters. 


Chapter V 

ARMAMENT, MUNITIONS, AND MATERIAL 
Article 113. 

On the expiration of three months from the coming into force of the 
present Treaty, the armament of the Hungarian Army shall not exceed 
the figures fixed per thousand men in Table V annexed to this Section. 

Any excess in relation to effectives shall only be used for such replace- 
ments as may eventually be necessary. 
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Articlk 1 1 4, 

The stock of mumtions at the disposal of the Hunganan Army shall 
not exceed the amounts fixed in Table V annexed to' this Section 

Within three months from the coming into force of the present Treaty 
the Hunganan Government shall deposit any existing surplus of arma- 
ment and munitions in such places as shall be notified to it by the 
Pnncipal Allied and Associated Powers. 

No other stock, depot or reserve of munitions shall be formed. 

Article 115. 

The manufacture of arms, munitions and war material shall only be 
cSrned o^j in one single factory,' which shall be controlled by and belong 
to the State, and whose output shall be strictly hmited to the manu- 
facture of such arms, munitions and war material as is necessary for the 
military forces and armaments referred to in Articles 104, 107, 113, 
and 1 14. The Principal Aihed and Associated Powers may, however, 
authorize such manufacture, for such a period as they may think fi.t, 
in one or more other factories to be approved by the Commission of 
Control referred to in Article 137 

The manufacture of sporting weapons is not forbidden, provided that 
sporting weapons manufactured in Hungary taking ball cartridge are not 
of the same calibre as that of mihtary weapons used in any European 
army 

Within three months from the coming into force of the present Treaty, 
all other establishments for the man,ufacture, preparation, storage, or 
design of arms, munitions or any other war material shall be closed 
down or converted to purely commercial uses 

Within the same length of time, all arsenals shall also be closed down, 
except those to be used as depots for the authonzed stocks of mumtions, 
and their stafis discharged 

Article 116 

The plant of any establishments or arsenals in excess ofi the amount 
required for the manufacture authonzed shall be rendered useless or 
converted to purely commercial purposes in accordance with the 
decisions of the mihtary Inter- Allied Commission of Control referred to 
m Article 137. 

Article 117 

Within three months from the coming into force of the present Treaty 
all arms, munitions and war matenal, including any kind of anti- 
aircraft matenal, of whatever ongm, existing in Hungary in excess of 
the quantity authorized shall be handed over to the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers. 

Delivery shall take place at such points in Hunganan terntory as 
may be appointed by the said Powers, who shall also decide on the 
disposal of such matenal, 


22 
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The importation into Hungary of arms, munitions and war material 
of all kinds is strictly forbidden 

The manufacture for foreign countries and the exportation of arms, 
munitions and war material shay, also be forbidden 

Article 119. 

The use of flame throwers, asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, 
and all similar liquids, matenals or devices being prohibited, their 
manufacture and importation are stnctly forbidden in Hungary 

Material specially intended for the manufacture, storage or use Of 
the said products or devices is equally forbidden 

The manufacture and importation into Hungary of armoured cars, 
tanks or any similar machines suitable for use in war are equally 
forbidden. 


Table I — Composition and Maximum Effectives of an Infantry 

Division 


Umts 


Headquarters of an Infantry Division 
Headquarters of Divisional Infantry 
Headquarters of Divisional Artillery 
3 Regiments of Infantry^ (on the basis of 65 ofS.cers 
and 2,000 men per regiment) , . 

I Squadron * . 

I Battahon of Trench Artillery (3 Companies) . 

I Battahon of Pi^oneers*^ 

Regiment Field Artillery^ 

I Battahon Cychsts (compnsmg 3 Companies) * 

I Signal Detachment^ 

Divisional Medical Corps 
Divisional parks and trains 

Total for an Infantry Division 


Maximum Effectives 
of each unit 

Officers Men 

25 70 

5 50 

4 30 

195 6,000 

6 160 

14 500 

14 500 

80 1,200 

18 450 

II 330 

28 550 

14 940 


414 10,780 


1 Each Regiment compnses 3 Battahons of Infantry Each Bat* 
talion compnses 3 Compames of Infantry and i Machine Gun Company, 

2 Each Battalion compnses i Headquarters, 2 Pioneer Compames, 
I Bridging Section, x Searchhght Section 

2 Each Regiment couipnses i Headquarters, 3 Groups of Field or 
Mountain Artillery, compnsmg 8 Battenes, each Battery comprising 
4 guns or howitzers (field or mountain) 

4 This Detachment comprises 1 Telegraph and Telephone detach- 
ment, I Listemng Section, i Carrier Pigeon Section. 
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Table II. — Composition and Maximum Effectives for a Cavalry 

Division. 


Umts, 


Headquarters of a Cavalry Division 
Regiment of Cavalry^ 

Group of Field ArtiUery (3 Batteries) . . 
Gtoup of motor maclime guns and 
armo^ired cars^ 

Miscellaneous services . . 

Total for a Cavalry Division . . 


Maxtmum 
' Maximum Effectives of 
Number each Umt, 
Authorized, ^ ^ — 



Officers, 

Men, 

I 

155 

50 

6 

30 

720 

I 

30 

430 

i 

4 

80 

— 

30 

500 

— 

249 

5.380 


1 Each Regiment comprises 4 Squadrons 

a Each group comprises 9 fighting cars, each carrying i gun, i machine 
gun, and i spare machine gun, 4 communication cars, 2 small lorries 
for stores, 7 lorries, including i repair lorry, 4 motor-cycles. 

Note — The large Cavalry Units may include a vanable number of 
regiments and be divided into independent bngades within the hmit of 
the effectives laid down above. 


Table III — Composition and Maximum Effectives for a Mixed 

Brigade. 


Umts, 


Maximum 
of each 

Effectives 

Unit 

Headquarters of a Brigade • , 


Officers, 

10 

Men. 

50 

2 Regirnents of Infantry^ 

• • . 

130 

4,000 

I Cychst Battahon (3 Companies) . . 

« . 

18 

450 

1 Cavalry Squadron . 

. . 

5 

100 

I Group Field or Mountam Artillery (3 

Battenes) 

20 

400 

I Trench Mortar Company . , 

5 

150 

Miscellaneous services 

• * 

10 

200 

Total for Mixed Brigade 

• • ♦ • 

198 

5350 


^ Each Regiment comprises 3 Battahons of Infantry Each Bat- 
tahon compnses 3 Compames of Infantry and i Machine Gun Company. 
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Table IV. — Minimum Effectives of Units whatever Organization 
" IS Adopted in the Army 


[Divisions, Mixed Brigades, etc) 

Maximum Effectives Minimum 

[for Reference) Effectives 

_ ^ _ _ — — 



Officers. 

Men. 

Officers 

Men. 

Infantry Division 

414 

10,780 

300 

8,000 

Cavalry Division 

259 

5,380 

180 

3,650 

Mixed Brigade 

198 

5,350 

140 

4,250, 

Regiment of Infantry 

65 

2,000 

650 

5^ 

• 1,600 

Battahon of Infantry 
Company of Infantry or Ma- 

16 

12 

500 


chine Guns 

3 

160 

2 

120 

Cychst Group 

18 

450 

12 

300 

Regiment of Cavalry 

30 

720 

20 

450 

Squadron of Cavalry 

6 

160 

3 

100 

Regiment of Artillery 

80 

1,200 

60 

1,000 

Battery of Field Artillery , 

4 

150 

2 

120 

Company of Trench Mortars 

3 

150 

2 

100 

Battahon of Pioneers 


500 

8 

300 

Battery of Mountain Artillery 

5 

320 

3 

200 


Table V — ^Maximum Authorized Armaments and Munition 

Supplies 


Material 


t 

Rifles or Carbines^ 

Macliine Guiis, heavy or light 

Trench Mortars, light 

Trench Mortars, medium 

Guns or Howitzers (field or mountain) 


Quantity 

for 

1,000 Men 


1,150 

X5 



Amount of 
Munitions 
per Arm 
{Rifles, Guns, 
etc), 

500 rounds. 
10,000 rounds, 
1,000 rounds. 

500 rounds. 
1,000 rounds. 


1 Automatic rifles or carbines are counted as hght machine guns," 

N.B — ^No heavy gun — i,e , of a calibre greater than 105 mm, — ^is 
authonzed. 
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Washington Naval Convention 
Chapter I 

GENERAL PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE LIMITATION 
OF NA VAL ARMAMENT 

Article I 

The Contracting Powers agree to limit their respective naval arma- 
ment as provided lu the present Treaty 

Article II. 

The Contracting Powers may retain respectively the capital ships 
which are specified m Chapter II, Part i On the coming into force 
of the present Treaty, but subject to the following provisions of this 
Article, all other capital ships, built or building, of the Umted States, 
the British Empire and Japan shall be disposed of as prescnbed in 
Chapter II, Part 2 

In addition to the capital ships specified in Chapter II, Part i, the 
United States may complete and retain two ships of the West Vir- 
gima class now under construction On the completion of these 
two ships the " North Dakota and Delaware ** shall be disposed of 
as prescribed in Chapter II, Part 2. ' 

The British Empire may, in accordance with the replacement table 
in Chapter II, Part 3, construct two new capital ships not exceeding 
35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacement each On the 
completion of the said two ships the " Thunderer,” King George V/* 
“.Ajax “ and “ Centurion ” shall be disposed of as prescnbed in Chap- 
ter II, Part 2. 


Article III. 

Subject to the provisions of Article II, the Contracting Powers shall 
abandon their respective capital-ship building progra mm es, and no 
new capital ships shall be constructed or acquired by any of the Con- 
tracting Powers except replacement tonnage which may be constructed 
or acquired as specified m Chapter II, Part 3 
Ships which are replaced in accordance with Chapter II, Part 3, shall 
be disposed of as prescribed m Part 2 of that Chapter. 

341 
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Article IV 

The total capital ship replacement tonnage of each of the Contracting 
Powers shall not exceed in standard displacement, for the United States, 
525,000 tons (533,400 metric tons) ; for the British Empire, 525,000 tons 
(533>4oo metric tons), for France, 175,000 tons (177,800 metric tons); 
for Italy, 175,000 tons (177,800 metric tons); for Japan, 315,000 tons 
(320,040 metric tons). 


Article V* 

No capital ship exceeding 35,000 tons (35,560 metnc tons) standard 
displacement shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the 
jurisdiction of, any of the Contracting Powers. 

Article VI. 

No capital ship of any of the Contractmg Powers shall carry a gun 
with a cahbre in excess of 16 inches (406 millimetres). 

Article VII. 

The total tonnage for aircraft-carriers of each of the Contractmg 
Powers shall not exceed in standard displacement, for the Umted States, 
135,000 tons (137,160 metric tons), for the British Empire, 135,000 tons 
{137,160 metric tons), for France, 60,000 tons (60,960 metric tons); 
for Italy, 60,000 tons (60,960 metnc tons), for Japan, 81,000 tons 
(82,296 metnc tons). 

Article VIII.r 

The replacement of aircraft-earners shall be ejected only as presenbed 
in Chapter II, Part 3, provided, however, that aU aircraft-carrier tonnage 
in existence or building on the 12th November, 1921, shall be con- 
sidered expenmental, and may be replaced, within the total tonnage 
hmit presenbed in Article VII, without regard to its age. 

Article IX. 

No aircraft-carrier exceeding 27,000 tons (27,432 metnc tons) standard 
displacement shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the 
junsdiction of, any of the Contracting Powers 

However, any of the Contracting Powers may, provided that its 
total tonnage allowance of aircraft-earners is not thereby exceeded, 
Jbuild not more than two aircraft-earners, each of a tonnage of not 
more than 33,000 tons (33,528 metric tons) standard displacement, "and 
in order to effect economy any of the Contracting Powers may use for 
this purpose any two of their ships, whether constructed or in course 
of construction, which would otherwise be scrapped under the provisions 
of Article II. The armament of any aircraft-carriers exceeding 27,000 
tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement shall be in accordance 
with the requirements of Article X, except that the total number of 



Appendix IV 343 

guns to be carried in case any of such guns be of a calibre exceeding 
6 inches (152 millimetres), except anti-aircraft guns and guns not 
exceeding 5 inches (127 millimetres), shall not exceed eight 

Article X. 

No aircraft-carrier of any of the Contracting Powers shall carry a 
gun with a cahbre m excess of 8 inches (203 milhmetres) Without 
prejudice to the provisions of Article IX, if the armament carried 
includes guns exceeding 6 inches (152 millimetres) m cahbre the total 
number of guns earned, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceed- 
ing 5 inches (127 milhmetres), shall not exceed ten* If alternatively 
^he armament contains no guns exceeding 6 inches (152 millimetres) m 
cahbre, '*the number of guns is not hmited In either case the number 
of anti-aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding 5 inches (127 millimetres) 
IS not hmited 

Article XI 

No vessel of war exceeding 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard 
displacement, other than a capital ship or aircraft-carrier, shall be 
acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the jurisdiction of, any 
of the Contracting Powers Vessels not specifically built as fighting 
ships nor taken in time of peace under Government control for fighting 
purposes, which are employed on fieet duties or as troop transports or 
in some other way for the purpose of assisting m the prosecution of 
hostihties otherwise than as fighting ships, shall not be within the 
hmitations of this Article. 


Article XII 

No vessel of war of any of the Contracting Powers, hereafter laid 
down, other than a capital ship, shall carry a gun with a calibre in 
excess of 8 inches (203 milhmetres) 

Article XIII 

Except as provided in Article IX, no ship designated in the present 
Treaty to be scrapped may be reconverted into a vessel of war. 

Article XIV 

* No preparations shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace 
for the installation of warhke armaments for the purpose of converting 
such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary stifiening of 
decks for the mounting of guns not exceedmg 6-mch (152 milhmetres) 
calibre 

Article XV. 

No vessel of war constructed within the junsdiction of any of the 
Contracting Powers for a non-Contractmg Power shall exceed the 
linaitations as to displacement and armament prescribed by the present 
Treaty for vessels of a similar type which may be r-constnicted by or 
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for any of the Contracting Powers; provided, however, that the dis- 
placement for aircraft-earners constructed for a non-Contractmg Power 
shall in no case exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard 
displacement " 

Article XVI 

If the construction of any vessel of war for a non-Contractmg Power 
IS undertaken within the jurisdiction of any of the Contractmg Powers, 
such Power shah promptly inform the other Contractmg Powers of the 
date of the signing of the contract and the date on which the keel of the 
ship IS laid; and shall also commumcate to them the particulars relating 
to the ship prescribed in Chapter II, Part 3, Section I (&), (4) and (5). 

Article XVII* 

In the event of a Contracting Power being engaged in war, such 
Power shall not use as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may 
be under construction within its junsdiction for any other Power, or 
which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another 
Power and not dehvered. 


Article XVIII. 

Each of the Contracting Powers undertakes not to dispose by gift, 
sale or any mode of transfer of any vessel of war in such a manner that 
such vessel may become a vessel of war in the Navy of any foreign 
Power 

Article XIX 

The Umted States, the British Empire and Japan agree that the 
status quo at the time of the sigmng of the present Treaty, with regard 
to fortifications and naval bases, shall be maintained in their respective 
terntones and possessions specified hereunder: 

I The insular possessions which the United States now holds or 
may hereafter acquire m the Pacific Ocean, except (a) those adjacent 
to the coast of the United States, Alaska and the Panama Canal Zone, 
not including the Aleutian Islands, and (5) the Hawanan Islands, 

2. Hong- Kong and the insular possessions which the British Empire 
now holds or may hereafter acquire in the Pacific Ocean, east of the 
meridian of no® east longitude, except (a) those adjacent to the coast 
of Canada, (b) the Commonwealth of Australia and its territories, and 
(c) New Zealand; 

3. The following insular terntones and possessions of Japan m the 
Fapific Ocean, to wit’ the Kurile Islands, the Bonin Islands, Amarni- 
Oshima, the Loochoo Islands, Formosa and the Pescadores, and any 
insular terntones or possessions in the Pacific Ocean which Japan may 
hereafter acquire 

The maintenance of the status quo under the foregoing provisions 
imphes that no new fortifications or naval bases shall be established in 
the terntones ai^d possessions specified, that no measures shall be 
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taJken to increase the existing naval facilities for the repair and main- 
tenance of naval forces, and that no increase shall be made in the coast 
defences of the temtories and possessions above specified, This restric- 
tion, however, does not preclude such repair and replacement of worn-out 
weapons and equipment as is customary in naval and nuhtary estabhsh- 
ments in time of peace. ^ 

Article XX 

The rules for determimng tonnage displacement prescribed in Chap- 
ter II, Part 4, shall apply to the ships of each of the Contracting Powers.' 


Chapter II 

RULES RELATING TO THE EXECUTION OF THE 
TREATY-REDEFINITION OF TERMS 


Part I — Capital Ships which may be Retained by the Contracting 

Powers 

In accordance with Article II ships may be retained by each of the 
Contracting Powers as specified in this Part 

(Only the British Schedules are reproduced, as an illustration of 
them all ) 


Ships which may be Retained by the British Empire 


Name. 


Tonnage. 


Royal Sovereign 
Royal Oak 
Revenge 
Resolution 
RamiUies 
Malaya . . * . 

Valiant . . 

Barham 

‘Queen Ehzabeth 
Warspite 
Benbow 

Emperor of India 
Iron Duke 
Marlborough . . 
Hood 
, Renown 
Repulse 
Tiger . . 
Thunderer 
King George V 
Ajax . . . , 

Centurion 


25,750 
25,750 
25,750 
25,750 
25,750 
> 27,500 

- ^ 27,500 

27,500 
27,500 
27,500 
25,000 
25,000 
, 25,000 

.. 25,000 

, , 41,200 

» . 26,500 

. . 26,500 

. , 28,500 

, . 22,500 

. , 23,000 

. , 23,000 

. . 23,000 


Total tonnage . . 


580.450 
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On the completion of the two new ships to be constructed and the 
scrapping of the Thunderer,” “King George V,” “Ajax,” and 
“ Centunon,” as provided in Article II, the total tonnage to be retained 
by the British Empire will be 558,950 tons. 

Part 2 — Rules for Strapping Vessels of War. 

The following rules shall be observed for the scrapping of vessels of 
war which are to be disposed of in accordance with Articles II and III. 

I A vessel to be scrapped must be placed in such condition that it 
cannot be put to combatant use 

II. This result must be finally effected in any one of the f ollowing way|^.^ 

id.) Permanent sinking of the vessel, ‘ 

(6.) Breaking the vessel up This shall always involve '^the de- 
struction or removal of all machinery, boilers and armour, 
and all deck, side and bottom plating, 

[c ) Converting the vessel to target use exclusively In such case 
all the provisions of paragraph III of this Part, except 
sub-paragraph (6), in so far as may be necessaiy to enable 
the ship to be used as a mobile target, and except sub- 
paragraph (7), must be previously comphed with Not 
more than one capital ship may be retained for this purpose 
at one time by any of the Contractmg Powers 

[d ) Of the capital ships which would otherwise be scrapped under 
the present Treaty m or after the year I 93 i> France and 
Italy may each retain two sea-gomg vessels for traimng 
purposes exclusively, that is, as gunnery or torpedo schools. 
The two vessels retained by France shall be of the “ Jean 
Bart ” class, and of those retamed by Italy one shall be 
the “Dante Ahghien,” the other of the “ Giuho Cesare"^' 
class On retainmg these ships for the purpose above 
stated, France and Italy respectively undertake to remove 
and destroy their conmng-towers, and not to use the said 
ships as vessels of war, 

III. — {a ) Subject to the special exceptions contained in Article IX, 
when a vessel is due for scrapping, the first stage of scrapping, which 
consists in renSermg a ship mcapable of further warhke service, shall 
be immediately undertaken. 

(6.) A vessel shall be considered incapable of further warhke service 
when there shall have been removed and landed, or else destroyed in 
the ship ; 

1. All guns and essential portions of guns, fire-control tops and 

revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets, 

2. All machmery for working hydraulic or electric mountings, - 

3 All fire-control instruments and range-finders, 

4 All ammumtion, explosives and mines; 

5 All torpedoes, war-heads and torpedo tubes; 

6 All wireless telegraphy mstallations , 

7. The connmg-tower and all side armour, or alternatively aU 
mam propelling machinery, and 

8 All landing and flying-off platforms and all other aviation 
accessones. 
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IV. The periods m which scrapping of vessels is to be effected are 
as follows : 

{a ) In the case of vessels to be scrapped under the first paragraph 
of Article II, the work of rendering the vessels incapable 
of further warhke service, in accordance with paragraph III 
of this Part, shall be ccfnpleted withm six months from 
the coming into force of the present Treaty, and the scrap- 
ping shall be finally efiected within eighteen months from 
such coming into force 

(6 ) In the case of vessels to be scraped under the second and 
third paragraphs of Article IT, or under Article IIT the 
work of rendering the vessel incapable of further warhke 
service in accordance with paragraph III of this Part shall 
be commenced not later than the date of completion of its 
successor, and shall be fimshed within six months from the 
date of such completion The vessel shall be-finally scrapped, 
in accordance with paragraph II of this Part, within eighteen 
mouths fropi the date of completion of its successor If, 
however, the completion of the new vessel be delayed, then 
the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of further 
warhke service in accordance with paragraph III of this 
Part shall be commenced within four years from the la5nng 
of the keel of the new vessel, and shall be fimshed within six 
months from the date on which such work was commenced, 
and the old vessel shall be finally scrapped in accordance 
with paragraph II of this Part within eighteen months from 
the date when the work of rendering it incapable of further 
warhke service was commenced. 


Part 3 — Replacement. 

The replacement of capital ships and aircraft-carriers shall take 
place according to the rules in Section I and the tables in Section II 
of this Part. 


Section I — JiuUs for Replacement, 

{a ) Capital ships and aircraft-cainers twenty years after the date 
of their completion may, except as otherwise provided in Article VIII 
'and in the tables in Section II of this Payt, be replaced by new con- 
struction, but within the hmits prescribed in Article IV and Article VII. 
The ^eels of such new construction may, except as otherwise provided 
in Article VIII and in the tables in Section II of this Part, be laid down 
not earher than seventeen years from the date of completion of the 
tonnage to be replaced, provided, however, that no capital ship tonnage, 
with the exception of the ships referred to in the third paragraph of 
Article II, and the replacement tonnage specifically mentioned in 
Section II of this Part, shall be laid down until ten years from the 
12th November, 1921. 
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’ {h ) Each of the Contracting Powers shall communicate promptly to 
each of the other Contracting Powers the following information* 

1 . The names of the capital ships and aircraft-carriers to be replaced 

by new construction , 

2. The date of Governmental authorization of replacement tonnage; 

3. The date of laying the keefs of replacement tonnage, 

4» The standard displacement in tons and metric tons of each new 
ship to be laid down, and the principal dimensions, namely, 
length of waterhne, extreme beam at or below waterhne, 
mean draft at standard displacement; 

5, The date of 'Completion of each new ship and its standard di^^ 
placement m tons and metric tons, and the principal dimen- 
sions, namely, length at waterhne, extreme bean?5 at or 
below waterhne, mean draft at standard displacement, at 
time §f completion. 

{c ) In case of loss or accidental destruction of capital ships or aii- 
craft-camers, they may immediately be replaced by new construction 
subject to the tonnage hmits prescribed in Articles IV and VII and 
in conformity with the other provisions of the present Treaty, the 
regular replacement programme being deemed to be advanced to that 
extent. 

{d.) No retained capital ships or aircraft-camers shall be recon- 
structed except for the purpose of providing means of defence against 
air and submarine attack, and subject to the following rules The 
Contracting Powers may, for that purpose, equip existmg tonnage with 
bulge or bhster or anti-air attack deck protection, providing the increase 
of displacement thus effected does not exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric 
tons) displacement for each ship. No alterations in side armour, in 
oahbre, number or general type of mounting of mam armament shall 
be permitted except: 

1, In the case* of France and Italy, which countnes within the 

Imuts^llowed for bulge may increase their armour protection 
and 1:he calibre of the guns now earned on their existog 
capital ships so as not to exceed 16 inches (406 milhmcJcres) 
and 

2. The Bntish Empire shall be permitted to complete, in the case 

of the *' Renown,'" the alterations to armour that have r 
already been commenced but temporarily suspended. 



